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This har. ~onk examines trerds and izsues in
rural education which are confronting state legisla-
tures throughout the nation. The inescapable fact that
the responsibility for resolving rural education prob-
lems rests upon the states prompted the writing of this
legislator’s guide.

in part. this growing state involvement in .rural
education is a natural consequence of a constitutional
system which designales education as a state, rather
than a federai or local. responsibility. Yel, itis also an
outgrowth of the realization that local communities
often cannot and the {ederal government apparently

will not marsha! the resources necessary to correcl .

past problems or fulfill existing potentials in rural
school systems.

- There are four additional” factors which have
spurred the reemergence of rural education as a
significant legislative concernin many states:

® First. the recent enactment of major educanon
reforms. especially regarding school finance and
organization, by many state legislatures;

® Second. the incrgasé’ in efforts by disadvantaged
populations/(wﬁfch are.often disproportionately
rural) to seek legisiative redress to existing
discriminatory and/or inequitable educaiional
policies and-practices;

® Third, the growing awareness on the part of both
local ciiizens and state legislators that past legis-
lative initiatives in rural education (for example.
mandatory school consolidatior and district
reorganization laws) often have not had the
beneficial effects intended and

® Fourth. the knowledge that in many states the
rural population is growing as fast or faster than
the urban populatlon thus ensuring that rurat
schools and. districts will continue to be a major
education constituency.

In response to this heightened legislative interest.

the Legislators’ Education Action Project of the National

Conference of State Legislatures and the Education

‘Nivision of the National Rural Center have produced a

handbook on rural education which is geared to the
research Aeeds of state legislators and their slaffs.

RIC
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INTRODUCTION.

- Thinking Rural:
Guidelines for State
Legislative Action

The fundamental purpose of this NCSL-NRC hand-
book is to provide state legislators with the informa-
tion they need both to better understand the rura!
implications of statewide education reforms and to
consider new legisliation designed to soive rural
education probiems.

Subsequent chapters discuss the curient status
of America’s rural schools and present a range of
legislative alternatives in several key areas. Yet, while
the enactment of these specific reforms can help
resolve many of the probléms facing rural educational
systems, state legislatures must also make a broader
continuing commitment both to consider the rural
impacts of statewide legislation and to enact new
iegislation aimed at revitalizing rural education.

Each of tne follewing chapters implicitly em-
bodies some guidelines for state legislative refoims.
No guidelines {or policy standards) are absolute and
unvarying. Still, proposed retorms which run directly
counter tco these guidelines are unlikely to produce
lasting and significant benefits for rural schools,
whereas reforms consistent with them (while not
assured of success) will at least ot be crippied from
the start.

The five basic gwdelmes regarding rural school
reform are as follows:

1. The primacy of local circumstance must
be respected. Rural America may wel' represent the
single most diverse and heterogzneous group of in-
dividuals and communities in our sccietly. Thus. the
notion of an educational penacea—that is, "‘one
best” reform strategy which is applicable and effec-
tive throughout rural America—is’ ludicrous. Any
reform strategy which seeks to circumvent local tradi-
tions. values, beliefs and capabilities. rather than
building upon them. is bound to fail.

This gquidetine is particularly relevant to the
establishment ¢< reassessmerit of state educational
standards. Instead of creating highly detailed and
rigid standards which are equally applicable 1o huge
city schools and tiny rural ones. this guideline sug-
gesls that it would be far more sensible to promote
more general standards which encourage flexible and
diverse strategies for their achievement.

&
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2. The linkages between school and com-
munity must be expanded and the bonds between
them strengthened. Schools have been (and con-
e fo per absolutely vitai as community instiuhions,
as well as educatonal ones, in ruril areas Reforms
mtennonally o unwitingly . restnct the hnk-
weaken the bonds belween the school and
‘e comraunity are ighly counterproductive Inorural
scnonls need the community 1o supplement

and edqdend then eftors, while the community needs
the scnoc! ooth as a source of community identity and
At oa reinforcement of the community's child-rearnng
practices This acltive interdependence between com-
munity and school 1s one Df the key attnihutes of rural
saucanon Retorms which sacrnibce this refationship
have o markedly deirnmental effect on all parties
concerned

3. The balance between outside regulation
and .local control must become more equitable.
Rura! school systems have been. are and doubtless

wmicontinue to be both dependent upon outside assis-
‘ance and subrect 10 outsde regulation Yei. ine fact
remaing that state and federal assistance to rural
schoois has been somewhat scarce and tight-fisted,
wnile mandates and regutations have ofter been both
anundant and heavy-handed As a consequence 0f
naving only subsistence-level sources, coupled with
a pletnora of delailed state and fedeial requirements.
'he whole meaning of local control 1 rurag Amenca
nas pecome triviahized. Reforms whict 4o not redress
this exisling imbalance. Or which serve 1o atrophy
local control. or which expand oulside domjnatice, or
which treat rural distrnicts like welfare cases rather
than equal pariners in the educational enterprise, are
of no help in the quest for rural school improvement.

4. Structural reforms and substantive reforms
must be treated as separate and distinc?t issues.
For too long. education officials and rural school
retformers have artifically linked needed substantive
improvements with their own agendas for rural struc-
tural reform. By arguing that increased student achieve-
ment. betier teachers. or an improved curriculum
were entirely contingent upon school consaclidation,
-district reorganization or some other desired organi-
zational alteration. these policy makers unnecessarily
cormfused . the relevant issues, encouraged false
expectations. and most importantly, diverted criticaily
important attention, assistance and resourca2s away
from the continuing need to upgrade the quality of
existing rural schools. Structural issues and substan-
‘lve 1ssues are each important in their own right.
Reforms which attempt to manufacture relationships
between these two sets of issues, or which hold one
set of improvements in abeyance unti! the other set
has been accomglished, do a real disservice to rural
schools and school children.

5. Reform efforts must capltahze upon the
strengths, as well as correct the deficiencies, of
rural schools. Histarically, réformers have either
disparaged the edvantages inherent in small_rural
community schools or have taken them for granted.

which,

AR, 0

ireas

thase advantages have otten remained
wﬂdww— oped potentais  ratier than fully  utihzed
components of the school program  Reformers’
analysaes of rnirgi schools generally have been o)
narsh and disapproving that they have tnggered a
seli-fult ing negative prophecy i many ruial com-
munities. Trying to make ruiai-people feel detensive
and demoralized about thel: schools has not proven 1o
he @ very productive strategy for inducing benreficent
educational changes Thus reforms which do not
exphcitly acknowledge both the potential for and the
fact of excellonce in exssting rural schools (in addition
10 seeking remedies 10 current problems) wiil serve
onlv 1o alienate and discourage the comrmunity. and
thereby. reduce their own chances for success

Al present, there is a firm basis {or beileving that
successiul and beneficial rural school reforms can be
actieved. Most rural schools have the capacity 0
become excellent and etffective community mstitu-
nons. Reahzing this potential 1S by No means impos-
sible |t requires only the combination of local inihaiive,
external assistance. creativity, and the wilt 10 provide
rural children with the best education possibie

AS a st

Siate legislatures have a key role to play in the
revitalization of America’s rural schools. In fact, it can
be argued that state tegislatures are the last and best
hope for improving rural education in the United
States. Thus, ine opportunity to aid rural schoots and
school districts 1s one which legisators can. and

“should, embracza.

Accepting this opportunity requires legisiators to
undeitake a more-detailed investigation of their state's
problems and potertial than has beer common in thz
past. Although this state-by-state analysis is unavail-
able, there are some general trends and strategies in
rural education today which have some degree of
applicability across the country. Addressing this set of
key national issues in rural education is the purpose of
this NCSL-NRC handbook.

More specifically, this report is divided into the
following five chapters.

Chapter 1 provides an overview of rural America
and its schooks in terms of a variely of demographic,
economic and educational factors;

Chapter 2 examines the issue of school and
school district organizaticn in sparsely oopulated
areas. with an emphasis on the consolidat:un move-
me . it;

Chapter 3 explores several school-finance
issues which have particular relevance for rural areas
of the United States;

Chapter 4 presents background information on
personnel issues in rural education; such as teacher
salaries and training programs: and

Chapter 5 examines the issues surrounding the
delivery of educational services and the development
of educational prggrams which are -appropriate in
rural cominunities.

-9
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Whnat do anisland village off the coast of-Maine.
a coal-miring town in West Virginia. a ranching area in
Wyoming. a coliege town in Minnesota. an impoverished
community in the fvhsc'bslppx delta reg:on. a ski-resort
section 11 Vermont, a migrant-worker settlement in
Texaz, an Aiaskan native village near the Arclic
Circle, and a prosperous grain-farming area 1n lowa
ali have in common? Not much. except that ‘hey are
all classified as rural areas of the United States

Indeed. diversity 1s the cornerstone of rural
America There are often substantial differences
among rural communities (in terms of economic base.
sor:oeconomic characteristics. political traditions.
commun‘ty values, etc.) within the same state or
region. This, in turn, makes simplistic s!eréotypes ard
uniform policies seem all the more inapproprizte

‘Given the enormous range of communities,
people and circumstances which together comprise
rural America, the meaning of ‘‘ruralness’ can be
rather elusive. Beyond the fact of diversity. defining
rural America is further complicated by attitudinal dif-
ferences. In a town of 400 residents. the ‘‘rural
people’ are the ones living some distance outside the
town. Yet, in the county seatl having 4.000 residents,
the people in the small town are considered rural.
Similarly, the citizens in the county seal are thought of
as rural by peopie in the state capital. And finally, by
the standards of people living in New York City. Los
Angeles or other large cities, the residents of many

state capitals would be thought of as rural. The point

here is simply that “‘ruralness. like beauty. lies in the
eyes of the beholder.
These inherent difficulties have not dlscouraged

repeated efforts by sociologists, demographers.

policy makers,’and other mterested parties to forge a

sensible ‘definition of "‘rural.”” We know, of course,
that rural communities are characlerized by a smal.
"population and a low ponulation density. However,
since "rwal’ i1s a relative term, all population- and
density- b sed definitions are suggestlve rather than

"absolute. N

, The two most popular definitions of*7Tdral

“ America reflect this arbitrariness. Both are popula-

tion-based and both define rural America in terms of

Q
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IF YCU'VE SEEN ONE
RURAL COMMUNITY...YOU
HAVEN'T SEEN THEM ALL

what 1t1s noi rather than what 1t 1s. Thus. the Cm\' uS
Bureau caretully defines urban (essentially all plac

naving a population of 2.500 or more) and then c»as-
sifies all that remains as rural. " Similarly. demographe:rs
and statisticians have established cu:nplex critenia for
identifying Standard Metropolttan Statistical Areas
(SMSAs) and then designale everyone und everyplace
not meetng tha criteria as nonmetropolitan (see
figure 1)~ '

Although these two categories are the only ortes
commonly used to collect data on rural America. it
must be -understood that neither is consistent wi
prevaiiing impressions of rural life, For example, the
census definition of rural includes more than 16 mul-
lion people living within SMSAs while excluding more
than 26 million people Ilving outside the boundaries ot
any metropolitan area.’ Thus. a residential enclave
with a popula:ion of 2.0 located 15 miles away from
a city1s “rural 1n census calculations, while a com-
munity of 2600 people located hundreds of miles
from any metropolitan area is considered 10 be

“urban " On the other hand. the basic problem with
the “'nonmetropolitan™ definition is that it includes
some places having up to 50,000 residents—a popu-
lation concentration far higher than one normally
fhinks of as rural. -

As figure 2 reveals, this concern about defini-
tions is more than acadeémic. Depending upon the
definition used. America’'s 1970 rural popuiation
ranged from 37.5 million to"65.1 million. This repre-
sentea ror 185 percent to 32 percent of the total
United Stawes'population in 1970.

One final note on definitions. Although they are
equally arbitrary. density-based definitions of Crural”
may be appropriate and useful to legislators and
policy makers in some states Certainly, they illustrate
some striking ditferences in settlement patterns (see
figures 3 and 4). According to,census data. urban
population density averaged 2,760 people per square
mile (intluding a figure of 67 808 per square mile in
Manhattan), while rural population density averaged
15 people per square mile.®

Still, adgregate national statistics do nol ade-
quately reflect the enormous variance in the size and- -

1¢
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Figure 2

[} .
U.S. RURAL POPULATION, BY. DEFINITION, 1970

U.S. Rural
Population
(in millions)
90
85
" 80
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45 : . | LT o ; ,
40 37.5 L
35 . - SR
30 R

L.

Rural Expanded Rural Census Census Combination
Nonmetropolitan  Nonmetiopolitan " Rural Nonmetropolitan Rural

SOUHCE US Bureay of the Connus 1705 Consus 0f To0ulation Vol U Chargeternstic. of the »"um. 'vl!mn ‘\“J.u-,h'nrium 0OC US Govornment Pantiag Othes Ky, 1970
AN Statishical Absteget of tne Uocpgt Staten 1A ashingtan DG WS Gowermiment Prcting Oftee Jit, 19761 s ion

NOTE: Rural Nonmetropolitan. " All farms. open country5|de|and places of less than 2.500.residents outside SMSAs.”
This is the most restrictive definition (18.5 percent of total U S. population in 1970).

. Expanded Rural Nonmetropolitan. “All farms. open countrysnde and places of less than 10.000 residents outside
SMSAs.” This definition is used occasuonally in congressronal Ieglsiatlon (24.9 percent of total U.S. populahon in
1970). ;

Census Rural. “All farms. open countryside and places of less than 2.500 residents, both within and outside of
SMSAs.” This. in simplified terms. is the U.S. Census Bureau's definition (26.5 percent of total U.S. population in
1970). . e
Census Nonmetropolitan. "All farms, open countryside and places of less than 50,000 residents outside SMSAs."
This distinction (rather than urban- rural) is’increasingly used for analytic purposes (31.4 percent of total U.S. popu-
lation in 1970). )
Combination Rural. "Census rural defigition plus all monmetropolitan plaﬁ,es between 2.500 and 10.000.” Though
rarely used now. this definition is both the most permissive and in many respects the most reasonable (30 percent
of totaj U.S. population in 1870). : . 5
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significance of the rural population &l the state level.
For example. Pernsyivania has more than three mil-
lon rural residents. while Nevada has fewer than

100.000 At -+1i1h 67 8 porcent of. Vermont's popula-
tuon live: . only 12.9 percent of
Rhod: s rural. Two states
W N0 SMSAs at all. and In
20 ' the populanon tives In
no: ret, there are 12 states in
which e oponian residents constilute less-than

20 percent of the total population. California is an
interesting case in that 11 has more rural residents
(nearly two million) than 40 other states, yet they com-
prise less than 10 percent of its total population
(making California the least rural of the 50 states)

Statistics on population densily also demon-
strate the remendoéus digparities among states. Atthe
extremes, Alaska averages one cilizen per square
mile. while New.Jersey has 953 As ligures 3 and 4
reveal. the western states have the lowest population-
densily ratios, but there are 33 states which average
fewer than 100 peopte per square mile. Tabie t pre-
sents a detailed stale-ﬁiy-state comparison of these
rural population statistics

More important than these broad population

figures is the fact that since 1970 rural America's
population base has experienced a significant resur-
gence. As-one of the nation's leading demographers,
Calvin Beale, concluded in 1975:
The vast rural-to-urban migration of people that
‘was the common pattern of U.S. population

movement in the decades after World War Il has
been halted and, on balanée, even reversed.

During, 1970-73. nonmetropolitan areas gained,

4.2 percent in population compared 1o only 2.3
percent for metro areas.”

Beale went on lo state:

As might be expected [counties adjacent to
metropolitan areasl have had the highest popula-
tion growth since 1970 (4.7 percen® and have
acquired about five-gighths of the total net’in-
movement into all nonmetro counties. However.
the 1aore significant point is that nonadjacent
counties have also increased more rapidly than
metro counties (3.7 percent vs. 2.9 percent).
Thus, the decentralization trend is not confined
to metro sprawl. It affects nonmetro counties
well removed from metro influeace. Indeed, the
trend can be said especially to affect them.”

Thus. for the foreseeable future, rural America's
existence as both a significant segment of the U.S.
population and a vital sector of tge nation's economy
seems assured. '

Socnoeconomlc Characterlstlcs
of Rural America |
in 1967, the Pregident’'s National Advisory Com-

“mittee on Rural Poverty issued a powerfu! report.

entitted The People Left Behind, which revealed the
extent lo which rural people were deprived of their fair
share of America's weaith and public services and

T e

were excluded from the standard of living enjoyed in
metropolitan areas of the United States.” The com-
mittee's report documents that rural America has the
nation’'s highest rates of poverty. illiteracy. mainutri-
tion, infant mortality, underemployment, substandard
housing. *° * nuate public services, and below aver-
age per: d family.incomes.

this harsh profile did not (and does
not Il rural communities or ali rural resi-
dents «w, . ..:d earlier, rural America includes every-
thing from prosperous farming areas. stabie college
towns, and growing recreation and retirement.com-
munities to decaying company towns, stagnant com-
muhities and wholly depressed areas. And. while the
adverse conditions described in the committee’s
report exist lhr0ughout the nation’s rural areas. they
are more prevalent in the South as a region, and
among Blacks, Hispanics. Native Americans and
other minority groups. i

Some absolute gains have been made on each Gf
the indices during the decade since the. issuance of
The People Left Behind. However. the gap between
rnetropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas has only
slightly narrowed, and the relative position of rural
America remains substantially unchanged. There
remains & disproportionately high nimber of low-income
rural citizens whose access to adequate housing,
transportation, health: services and other. critical
resources is severely constrained. And, despite all the
progress made thus far, these problems continue 1o
beset minority popu... :ons to an extent far greater
thanis true for their nonminority counterparts.

The economy of rural America has not under-
gone any radical changes in recent years. Rather, the
trends and forces which have shaped the rural econ-
omy for the past 30 years continue to predominate.
Thus. although farming, fishing, mining, lumbering,
ranching and other natural resource-based and/or
extractive enterprises stilbcomprise the core of the
rural economy, there ispoth a gradual trend toward
industrialization and @ more marked trend toward ser-
vice industries, in general, and tourism and recreation
enterprises. 'in particular, within rural areas of the
United States. .

Table .2 presents several indicators of rural
America’s current socioeconomic status. :

Cufren/t Status of Education

Like rural America as a whole, rurai schools and
school districts are distinguished by their diversity.
Despite increasing standardization, rurai schools still
tend to reflect the pluralism found among the ruratl
communities they serve.

Perhaps the most surprising fact about rural |
schools is the number of students who attend them. In
1975, there were more than 15 million.children (ages
5 through 17) enrolled in nonmetropplitan schogls
(including 13.6 million white children and 1-8 million
black or other minority group children)."t In other,
words, 32 percent of all childien enrolled in public
schools in the United States are enrolled in nonmetro-

1q
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RANK ORDER OF STATES, BY RURAL AND NONMETROPOLITAN POPULATION CHARACTERIST

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colurado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
ldaho
Itlinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico .
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma.
Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Istand
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee

" Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia

‘Wisconsin

Wyoming
U.S. TOTAL

Total Rural
Population Rank Population Rs %
3,444,165 21 1,432,224

300,382 50 154,870
1,770,900 33 362,036
1,923,295 32 962,430
19,953,134 1 1,817,089
2,207,259 30 473,948
3,031,709 24 686,657

548,104 46 152,835
6,789,443 9 1,321,306
4,589,575 15 1,821,501

768,561 40 129,878

712,567 42 327,133
11,113976 5 1,844,155
5,193,669 11 1,821,609
2,624.375 25 1,207,971
2,246,578 28 761,708
3,218,706 23 1,534,653
3,641,306 20 1,235,156

992,048 38 487,891
3,922,399 18 918,464
5,689,170 10 878,721
8,875,083 7 2.321.310
3,804,971 19 1,277,663
2,216,912 29 1,230,270
4,676,501 13 1.398.818

694,676 43 '323,733
1,163,493 135 570,733

488,738 47 93,402

737.681 41 321,641

' 7,168,164 8 794,759
1,016,000 37 307,225
18,190,740 2 2,633,254
5,082.059 12 - 2,796,891

617,761 45 344,319
10,652,017 6 2,626,320
2.559,229 27 819,032
2,091,385 31 688,681
11,793,909 3 3,363,499

946,725 39 122,422
2,590,516 26 1,358,321

665,507 44 368,879
3,923,561 17 1,618,380
11,196,730 4 2,275,784
1,059,273 36 207,801

444,732 48 301.441
4,648,494 14 1,713,653
3,409,169 22 932,701-
1,744,237 34 1,064,746
4,417,731 16 1,506,854

332,416 49 131,305

203.184.772 —— 53,884,804 — —

15 -

45
37
24
10
35
32
46
18

9
48
39

7

8
22
30
13
20
34
26
27

5.

19
21
16
40
33
50
41
29
42
3
2
39
4
28
31
1
49
17
36
12
6
44
43
11
25
23
14
47

Table 1

% Rural

416
51.6
20.4
50.0

9.1
215
226
278
19.5
39.7

. 169

459
17.0
35.1
428
339
477
339
49.2
23.4
15.4
262
336
555
299
46.€
385
19.1
436
111
302
145
55.0
55.7
24.7
32.0
329
285
12.9
52.4
554
413
20.3
19.6

~67.8

36.9
274
61.0
-34.1
39.5

Rank

16
8
39
9
50
38
37
32
42
18
45
13
44
22
15
24
11
24
10
36
46
34
26
4
30
12
20
43
14
49
29
47
6
3
35
.28
27
31
48

.

5
17
40
41

"
21
33

T2
23
19

Nonmetropoelitan

Percent

ICS, 1970

Population

Density

26
50
41
34
13
39

4

7
14
24

43
10
12
28
37
21
21
36
5
3
1
30
32
26
47
40
48
20
1
46
6
17
43
9
34
38
8
2
19
43
18
33
42
30
16
28 -
25
21
49

Populatior Rank Nonmetropolitan Rank (PerSquare Mile) Rank
1:525,201 19 443 23 68
199,127 46 66.3 i2 1
452,328 42 255 34 16
1,328,265 21 69.1 10 37
1,322,470 22 6.6 50 128
625,520 33 28.3 32 21
527,109 40 17.4 44 624
162,248 47 29.6 31 277
1,279,631 24 18.9 42 126
2,309,296 5 50.3 21 79
139,385 49 18.1 45 120
600,778 36 84.3 5 Y
2,211,102 6 19.9 39 199
1,978,780 9 38.1 29 144
1,819,443 14 64.4 13 51
1,297,479 23 57.8 17 23
1,931,084 10 60.0 15 81
1,527,031 18 419 26 81
779,564 31 786 "7 32
612,657 34 156 45 397
871,255 28 15.3 46 727
1,922,060 11 21.7. 38 156
1,639,883 17 431 24 48
1,823,424 13 82.3 6 - 47 -
1,679,554 16 359 30 68
525,238 41 75.6 8 5
847,027 29 57.1 18 19
94,382 50 19.3 41 4
535,988 39 72.7 9 82
609,642 35 8.5 49 953
700,226 32 68.9 11 8
2,142,128 7 11.8 48 381
3,034,850 1 59.7 16 104
544,108 38 88.1 3 9
2,319,030 3 21.8 37 260
1,278,537 25 50.0 22 37
810,650 30 388 27 22
2,311,678 4 19.6 40 262
144649 48 15.3 46 905
1,399,310 20 54.0 19 86 .
571,048 37 85.8 4 9
2,006,320 8 51.1 20 95
.»2802,148 2 25.0 35 43
217,584 45 22.4 36 13
444732 43 ., 100.0 1 48
1,802,460 15 38.8 27 117
920,688 27 27.0 33 51
1,112,176 26 63.8 14 72
1,874,756 12 42.4 25 81
332,416 44 100.0 1 3

1295 _— 57

59,966,445 ——

SOURCES U 3 Bureau of lhe;Census. 1972 Census ol Governments, Vol. 1, Governmental Orgamzat:on (Washington. D.C.: U.S. Government Pninting Otfice, Juty 1973):

and Statistical Abstract ~f the United States. 146 (Washington, D.C.: U S. Government Printing Ottice, July 1976). section 1.
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) Table 2 ‘
SELECTED SOCIOECONOMIC INDICES, BY RESIDENCE AND RACE

Total Median Famlily Percentof U.S. Persons Below PercentBelow Substandard Percent
Population income, 1975 Median Famlly Poverty Level Poverty Level Housing, 1970 Substandard
1970 (mililons) (dollnrg) Income, 1975 {miillons) 1975 {thousands) 1970
U.S. TOTAL 203.2 13,719 100 259 12.3 4,741 7.4
Metropolitan Areas .
All Races 139.5 14,909 109 15.4 10.8 1,863 4.2
White - ) 120.6 15,548 113 10.0 - 8.2 N/A N/A
Black 16.8 9,494 - 69 4.9, 276 N/A N/A
Nonmetropolitan Areas - )
All Races : 63.8 11,600 a5 10.5 4 2,878
White 577 T ne e o :
ek <4 PRY 42.4 NIA N/IA
Farm 9.7 10,845 79 13 . 164 N/A NIA

" SOURCES' U.S. Bureau of the Census. Statistical Abstract of the Uniled States. 19761July 1976); and Current Population Reports — Consumer Income (Sepiember 1976);
and U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Lmoloyment and Earnings. vol. 24, no. 1 (January 1977). All three reports were published in Washington. D C. by

the U.S. Government Printing Office. |

J

Tabie 3

NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS
TEST SCORES
BY AGE, SUBJECT, AND SELECTED PARTICIPANTS, 1969.73

9-Year-Olds i 13-Year-Olds 17-Year-Olds
Test Scores ‘ . Test Scores Test Scores
High Extreme High Extremse High Extreme
Metropolitan Rural - Metropolitan Rural . i Metropolitan Rural
Subject Area U.S. Median (ditference—US Median) U.S. Median (ditference—US Median) U.S. Median (ditference—US Median) -
Science 63.2 +7.2 ~6.3 58.3 . . +6.2 -6.2 47.0 +5.1 -3.6
Writing “28.3 +4.8 —-4.6 55.4 . +75 -6.3 62.5 +6.6 - 4.1
Citizenship 64.1 +3.4 -3.3 63.1 +4.3 =43 61.8 +53 -4.8
Reading 70.4 +8.4 -4.4 68.1 +56 -39 77.5 +56 -26
Literature 439 +75 -3.6 53.4 +5.5 ~3.1 61.3 +5.3 ~2.4
Music 58.8 - . +5.5 -2.7 489 +3.4 -1.4 49.2 +3.5. -+13
Social Studies 72.2 +6.7 -28 66.2 - +7.3 -26 73.8 +6.5 -21
Mathematics 3.7 +841 -36 51.3 +10.2 -21 57.1 +9.9 -4

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Health. Education and Wellare. National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Educational Statistics. 1975 (Washington. D.C.: U.S. Govern.
ment Printing Office. 1975).

NOTE: The terms “high metropolitan” anc “'extreme rural are the creation of the National Assessment of Educational Progress. Because they incorporate employment and
income distinctions as well as geograpmc ones. It is difficult to determine the extent to which achievem.nt differences are a function of socnoeconomlc status or of locale.

For example, children classified as ""low metropolitan” score even lower than the “extreme rural” population in NAEP data.
o~
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politan schools."' In comparative terms, there are
more students in nonmetropolitan schools than there
are in centrdl-city schools.'? In fact, the total number
of rural students is greater than the total population of
New York City, Los Angeles and Chicago combined.'?

“Rural education”” encompasses everything
from a oOne-room schoolhouse in an Appalachian
hollow to a western school ¢ " ict responsible for

education within a region of several hundred square .

miles. It includes both units having lots of students but
very little money, and units with Ints of mor-
few students The f 1ot T v |
W luldl areas, but so are the ones ex-
perlencmg the most rapidly declining enrollments.
Some rural schools are quite self-sufficient and would
be considered excelient by nearly any standard, while
others are woefully” inadequate and desperately in
need of assistance. As a consequence, treating rural
schools and school districts as if they were a unified,
monoiithic entity would be a serious mistake. The
“primacy of local circumstance’ is as applicable to

- the formulation of rural education policy as it is to

rural communities in general.

Despite this caveat, it is clear that rural schools
have historically shared several common- problems.
For example, reducing student nonenroliment and
absenteeism, recruiting highly competent teachers
and administrators, providing special education and
other speciatized services, securing needed capital
and operating funds. and compensating for the
inherent isolation and population sparsity of rural
areas, are all problems -which have persistently
plagued rural schools and which remain largely
unsolved even today. '

Educational altainment has been another major
problem within ruraf schools across the country. Adult
attainment slatistics reveal the long-term nature of
this problem. In 1970, there were 500,000 rural adulls
who had had no schooling whatsoever.’® Further, a
1974 Census Bureau survey found that more than two
million rural aduits had had less than five years of
schoo!l and thus were considered 1o be functionally
illiterate.”” As -always, these problems were even
more pronounced among rural black and hispanic
populations. In fact, 24.1 percent of all black adulls
and 30.7 percent of all hispanic adulls in rural areas

- had dropped out of school by.the fifth grade.'®

" report indicates that at least 5.3 percent of all rural-

Q

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC .

This trend continues today. A recent research

school-age chiidren are not enrolled in any school.'/
This represents a nonenroliment rate nearly twice that
of urban areas.'* . .

Even when rural children are enrolled and in
regular attendance. attainment problems persist. No

matter what standardized testing sys‘zms or ass 5e3S-
mefl programs ard employed. rescarchers have
found  that rural schoolchildren consistently rank
lower than their metropolitan counterparts.’™® For
example, the National Assessment of Education Pro-
gress indicates that rural children score significantly
fower than the U.S. average in almost every subjecl
area (see table 3).20
Nevertheless
S(\h;,,‘ oty
DY it P ERIVIV f<t whicn com-
pdre .Lworab|y in terms of educatlonal quality with
their larger and wealthier urban and suburban counter-
parts. The broad slatistics mask these successes and
tend to divert researchers away from studying the
characteristics of outstanding small schools.

Still, attainment statlistics are nol particularly
helpful in ascertaining the unigue qualities of rural
education. Since the altainment data for central-city
schools are similar to those for rural schools, it may
only confirm that socioeconomic factors such as
parents’ income and education, which.tend to be
markedly lower in both rural communities and centrai
cities, are powerful determinants of student achieve-
ment everywhere.

Much of what is unique about rural schools and
schoo! districts defies quanitative analysis or statistical
description. The slower pace and less pressured
environment, the spirit of cooperation, the opportunity
for leadership development, the less formal interac-
tions among students, staff and parents, and other
similar qualities which have long been associated
with rural schools are nol easily measured by the
tools of educational research. This would te of litlle -
conseguence were it not for the fact that researchers
and policy makers have tended to discount that which
they cannot measure. Thus, when rural communities
opl for these "inlangible'" qualities (for example, by
choosing to kEEp their communily school instead of
busing their children to a large consolidated school
having a bigger library or more sophisticated equip-
ment) they are often labeled as *‘deficient”™ or "'back-
ward’' rather than merely different.

Efforts to reform education in sparsely populated
areas must capitalize upon the strengths, as well as
correct the deficiencies, of rural schools. Historically.
reformers have either disparaged the advantages
inkerent in small rural community schools, or have
taken them for granted. Rural schools can be as-
excellent and productive as schools anywhere in the
nation. However, such excellence will not occur by
default, but rather by deliberate actions aimed at
building upon what they have, as well as providing for
what they |ack.

it 15 jnaccirate g Ty
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IS BIGGER BETTER?

An Overview of Rural School and

District Organization

o

Schools tend to reflect the society around them.
Thus. it-should not be surprising to discover that the
patterns of rural school and district organization
which have emerged since the lurn of the century
mirror some of the mos! distinctive charactleristics of
rural America as a whole. The emphasis here will be
on two of the most important shared characteristics:

. diversily and size.:

Diversity is a hallmark of rural America. Whether

measured on the basis of ethnicity. occupational pro-
files. environmental characteristics, socioeconomic
status, political atlitudes or overall quality of lite, rural
America is a model of helerogeneity. So, too, the way
in which rural educational services and institutions
are organized varfes enormously from state to state. .
_ In terms of school district organization, the varigly
seems endless. Hawaii has one school district which
encompasses the entire state, while Nebraska has
1,374 districts.’ Most of the southern and border
states have school districts which are coterminous
with counties, whereas most northeastern and mid-
western slates have districts which are organized
around towns or were consolidated into multitown
units. Occasionally, one will even find rural school
districts which coincide with no other existing govern-
mental units. Alaska maintains three wholly separate
groups of school districts (city -and borough, regional
education attendance area, and Bureau of Indian
Alffairs). and. Vermont contains seven.legally distinct
district types. . B

In terms of geographic area, there are rural
school districts on tiny bits of land (such as small
islands) and——as noled in chapter 1—others which
cover several hundred sguare miles. Some rural
school districts have thousands of pupils and a dozen
or more schaols, while others operate no schools and
pay {uition for their pupils to atiend school in -neigh-

boring communities. Many rural schodl districts are
organized " to provide comprehensive educatiomal.

programs from kindergarten through senior high
school, but a significant proportion of rural school
districts operate only elementary schools or only high
schools, or occasionally, gonly vocational or othet
speciatized schools._Figur& 5. 6 and 7 (while based

12 ~ .
' ' ~ 22

on nonmetropolitan rather than exclusively rural data)
illustrate the overwheiming diversity. found amons
America’s 11,963 nonmetropolitan school districts.”

America-has more than 39,000 public schools
located in nonmetropolitan communities.? As might
be expecled, these schools also exhibit highly idio-
syncratic organizational patterns. For example, while
there are thousands of rural schools which serve all
the children of a few isolated families, there are thou-
sands more which serve only the secondary school
students drawn from several.towns, and even some
specialized schoots which serve a muiticounty region.
There are one-teacher rural schools which appear 1o
have changed iittle from their predecessors at the
turn of the century, and there are rural schools which
are indistinguishable in every outlward respect from
the mast modern suburban facilities.

Many rural schools offer a kindergarten program,
but a surprisingly large number do not. And, while it is
“‘common to find rural schools organized into tradi-
tional elementary, junior high and senior high school
arrangements, it is by no means unusual to find rural
schools which either offer all grade levels in a single

« facility or offer seemingly random sequences of thiree
or more grades (e.g., K-3, 4-6, 1-5. 2-4).

These divergent patterns are not a function of
regional differences, district size, communilv wealth
.0r any other known variable. Rather, 'they seem to be
the result of tradition, geographic circumstance,
political considerations, availability of teacher$ and
other essentially local factors. ’ ’

A key attribute of rural schools is their relatively
limited size and small scale of operations. Even after
mqQre than 50 years of consolidation efforts, rural
schools and school districts remain far smaller than
.their urban and suburban counterparts (see table 4).
For example, nonmetropolitan school districts in
Nebraska.have an average enroliment which is less -
than five percent of the average enroliment of metro-

> politan districts in that state (see table 5).

Two facts should be remembered in réading
these two tables. First, since "nonmetropolitan’ in-
cludes places up to a population of 50,000. the size
differences between city schools and districts and



are dere
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siZe e e SOrnewhat larger and ciememéry school
size somewhat smaller than the averages appearing
~in these two tables
One related point warrants attention. Occasion-
ally 1tis asserted that rural school arguments are just
smali-school arguments, and that the problems and
potentials of rural education have equal apphicability
i small. community-controifed schools, no matter
where they are located. While this statement is not
completely false, there are two facts which seriously
compromise its vahdity. ) -
First, rural schools. unlike smali  schools
elsewheare. must contend w:th unigue problems of

nce. 1t also refers to the fact that rural schools 1end
-~ isolated from the educational: governmental and
anmic support systems found in metropohtan

s Moreover, it means that sources of assistance

. rural schools (from universities. mental health cen-
ters. teacher cenlers. cultural institutions and other
potential resources) are notably absent in mosl

» TegIONS

Second. small public schools and school dis-
tricts have become increasingly rare In Amenca’s
‘metropolitan cenlers. Urban schools and districts
have always been bigger thar rural ones. hut the gap
i5 growing even grealer as declining enroliments in
the cities and suburbs cause remaining small schools
to be shut down. Thus. in the near future. smatl-schoo!
issues (at least in the public domain) will be almos!t
exclusively rural, for that will be the only piace in which
more than a handful of such schools will continue to

sparsity and isolation This implies more than.simply  exist
overcoming dificulties caustd by geography or dis- -
Figure 5

U.S. NONMETROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISTRICTS, BY ENROLLMENT-SIZE, 1972
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Figure 6
U.S. NONMETROFOLITAN SCHOOL DISTRICTS, BY NUMBER OF SCHOOLS OPERATED, 1972

Schools
:Opecrated

20+‘ PR

10-19

39

1,000 1,500 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 - 6.000 -

Numbeér of School Districts

SOURCE US Bureau of “he Census 1977 Census of Governments Vot 1 Gowvernmental Organization iWastington DC US Goveramem Pointing Othce. July 18973y,

L tabie 2 .
) Figure 7
1.S. NONMETROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISTRICTS, BY GRADES PROVIDED, 1972
Grades _ ’
_Provided N o '

B -hEIe entary Fif
ot mentary 7.783

and Secondary

> Only Elementary

Only Secondary i 3.331 B
N . . ‘ -
None 35
. - -
" 100 500 3.000 4,000 - : 5.000 6.000 7,000 8,000
1, p— v
' o _ . . Number of School Districts -
- _Sd.URCE‘ US Bureau ol the Census “)72 Census of Gavernments ‘Yol 1. Governmental Or(,v.am.rnuo« Washingiin. DC U S Gnv.ernmen: Prnting Other, July 1973).
table 2 . : . . N - ’
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. . . - .
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Table 4

SIZE OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS AND SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN

METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN AREAS OF THE

' Area

All Metropolitan Areas of the U.S. 30,408,000
All Nonmetropolitan Areas of

the U.S.
U.S. Total

UNITED STATES, 1971-72

. Total Percentage Numberof Average School Numbe: Average
én_roliment of TotaiU.S.  School District of School
(K-12) Enrollment  Districts Enroliment  Schools Enroilment
66% 4,781 6,360 47,849 635
15,615,000 34% 11,800 1,323 " 39,544 395 .-
46,023,000 —— 2,776 " 87,393 527

16,581

FOURCE US Bureau of the: Census, 1972 Census of Governments voi 1 Governmentat Organization (Wasnington. DC U'S Government Panting Ottice Juiy 1973
tabte 17, a159 U S Department of Heaith. Education and Wettare, Natonat Center tor Education Statistins, Statistics of Local Pubiic Schoo! Systems Pupils and Stat! Fall
1971 iwashington DC U S Grverameant Printing Othce 18975 table A )

Y

-

o, .

Table 5

SIZE OF PUBLIC'SC'HQOL‘S AND SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN SELECTED AREAS OF 10 STATES, 1971-72

Area

San Frdncisco
California (Mefro)
Califormia {Nonmetro}

" Denver.

Colorado (Metro)
Colorado (Nonmetro)

District of-Columbia -

‘(All Metropolitan)

Hawaii
tAll Metropolitan)

Omaha(‘DougIasCoumw )
Nebraska (Metro)
Nebraska (Nonmetro)

New-York City :
New York (Metro)
New York (Nonmeltro)

v Philadelphia
Pennsylvania (Metro)
Pénnsylvania (Nonmetro)

Dallas (Dallas County)
,Texas (Metro)
.Texas {Nonm.etro)

A Vermont (All Nonmetro, |

Wyoming (All Nonmetrb).

© SOUHCE US Burpau of the Census. 19,2 Census of Governments Vol 1. Governmental Orgamzdtion (Washington, DC US

tabies 17 ana 19

O
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Total
Enrollment
(K-12)

+80.796
4.536.458
344,111

94.838
402.705
163.804

140.959°

183.083

85.112
139.304
192.232

1.149.068
.2.990.033
530.280

292.741
1.828.691
521.529

299.234
2.040.497
667.32C

. 103.475
85977

;

~ Number of Average School Number
" School Districts District Enrollment: of Schools
1 80.796 127
654 6.936 6.110
411 837 976
1 . . 94838 18
35 11.505 600
146 1,122 517
: 140.959 200
\ .
1. 183.083 211
16 . 5.320 147
45 : 3.096 ‘ 262
1.329 145 1.592
1 1.149.068 897
. 439 6.811 3.507
341 1.555 940
1 292.741 275
343 5.331 3.103
476 2.963 1.225
16 18.702 358
364 5.606 2.946
772 864 1.973
o2 380 440
Ad - .
70 - _ 1.228 3,,7&’)

-

A'verage School
Enroliment

636
654
" 352
+803

671
317

705

" 868

579
532
121
1,281 "
853
564.
1.065
589
425
836
693
338
kY
235
229

.

Government Prnting Qftce, July 1973
! P
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Changes in Rural School
and District Organization

No rural education issue has been as long-lived
or volatiie as the reform of school and district organ-

. 1zation. Beginning in the middle of the nineteenth cen-

tury with Horace Mann’'s advocacy of rural schoo!
consolidation and continuing unabated even today.
proposed reforms of the ways in which educational
services and institutions in rural areas are organized
have sparked widespread coniroversy and dissenzion.*

As a general rule, rural school consolidation and
district reorganization have been supported by in-
fluential leaders and policy makers in the education
and business worlds. Informal coalitions of liberal
reformers, professional education associations. state
education agencies, urban-oriented business organi-
zations and leading management experts emerged in
most states to charnpion the cause of bigger schools
and bigger districis in rural areas.

The results achieved by these proconsolidation
forces is a testimony to their power and effectiveness.
Nearly ,every slate has enacted legislation which
either mandates or encourdges (usually through
financial incentives) some degree of consolidation
and reorganization n rural school systems. Local
action usually: (thodgh not always swiftly) coniormed
to this legislative intent. In fact, tural school and dis-
trict consolidation ranks as one of the most success-
fully implemented educational reforms of the past 50
years. Table 6 illustrates the p@rvas;veness of this

reform movement.
Opposition to these reforms was (and commues

10 be) both widespread and adamant, In most states,
the opponents—an eclectic collection of rural parents,
taxpayers. cornmunity leaders. fiscal conservatives.
libertarians, local educalors and urban expalriates—
were both extremely vocal in their criticisms of con-
solidation and fiercely dedicated to the preservation
of their small community schools.

[ronically. the rural school consolidation and re-
organization movement has been opposed most

- ' ' . - Tabie 6 .

venemenily by Ine groups O WnNom Sucn rerorms
would have the greatest effect and supported most

strongly by groups on whorm the direct elffects would

be minimal. In this sense, rural school cbnsolidation in

the United States is a classic example of an externally

instigated and imposed reform:‘that is. one which is

done to communities rather than by them.

Al best. the anliconsolidaiion forces were. only
sporadically successful. No state rebutfed consoli-
dation and reorganization entirely, and only a compar-
ative handful—sucn as Nebraska. Vermont, Montana.
Texas. Michigan, South Dakota. Minnesota and
lowa—avoided uniform implementation of these
reforms. Thus. the opposition nationwide appears 1o
have only delayed or tempered-the trend toward con-
solidation, rather than pre* enting it.

The'case of lllinois'is illustrative. In 1972, 1llinois
had 1,177 public school districts and ranked second
among all states in the number of existing districts.®
On the surface, it would appear that the anticonsofida-
tion forces in this state had prevented widespread
organizational reforms. However, as recently as
1945, Illincis had approximately 11,000 public s hool.‘
districts. By 1955 (after passage of semipermissive
consolidation legislation kn: wn as the lllinois School
Survey Acl). the number of school districts in lilinois
had been slashed to just over 2.000. While the eradi-
cation of 9.000 school districts in one state in one
decade is amazing, it merely mirrored a burgeoning
national trend. In Illinois, as in most other states.
neither the consolidators nor their opponents entirely
reached their goais. But, on balance, it seems clear
that the reformers were most successful and influential.

Organization as a Technical Issue

Over the years.. educational policy makers and
researchers have tried to behave as if consolidation
and reorganization were strictly technical i issyes.

Heavy emphasis was placed on demonstrating
that these reforms would result in more economical
and efficient schools in rural areas. Study after study

NUMBER OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS AND SCHOOt DISTRICTS
19301 972 . .
School Elementary Schools . High Schools
Year . Districts (Tr)‘lal) (1-Teacher) - (4-Year)
1930 - 128 000 238,000 149,000 - 16,500
1940° ) " 117,000 185,000 ¢ 114,000 15.000
1950 84,000 128.000 60.000 10,400 Ve
1960 ‘ 40,000 92.000 20.000 6,000
1970 N 18,000 66,000 - 2,000 . ‘ 6.500
1972 . 16,960 164,945 . 1475 N/A
R . » S e - , AU S P g e e e
GOURTE U S Dapartment of Health Egucation and Wv‘lﬂl:mr Naionat Conter tar Education Statsnss Digest of f’dllCrlI'O'ml/'S!.lll'?lrC“ 19,4 iWashington D C"l} S Gavern:
ment Branting Ot 19730 Fagures poar te 1972 Rave heen tannded d ‘ -
. . - T . o
16 ? P N )
| \_. 26 o .
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wats undertakan to show that educational mputs e
Wwacner cradentials. course offenngs school taciites,
Avanabie eaqeipment and speciahzed services)
all expandad and/or improved as a result of school
ana chstnct consohdition The mierence was ropeatedly
Mmacde ‘h'n these upgraded mouts would lead to grealter
success; not only in college. but in the students” adull
hvis as short leading policy makers and
acadenncs (peccularly at tne state and national
evels) arauet al their studhes and research cn the
technical aspecis of consohdation ;j‘?over(! thett biggenr
schools and bigar school distncts were inhesently
Delier Omm

[N 1976 a crtical analysis of the literatun: on this
topic urm!led Economy. Ethciency and Equanty The
Myihs of Rural School and District Consohidanon, was
published by the Nabonat tnstiute of Education
Basically, ine report attempted to show that the toch-
nical informaton dsed to justly consoidation was
severely Hawed and unrehiable More speeticillv, o

SR IarN
cl¢

AT

Wl e

5

Given the enthusiasm with which consolidation
was agvocated. one would expec: the empinical
ovidencs suppoiing this pohiey 1o be overwhelm-
NG 1tis not The oyidence on consolidation s
ncomolete Most of the research not only fails {o
Jocumeaent the alleged benefits of consohdation,
but dlso tails 1o acknowladge potential habihties
Or probtems With rare exceptions. this body of
rogearch s methodologically  unsound.,  with
Almost avery stydy open Lo criticisms severe and
Sgniticani onough 1o make the indings extremely
saspect The conclusions are at best, inconclu-
Siveand at worst simply incorrect In o short,
e s o strong emopincal base 1o suppor! the
s ooamptions Aand assortions of school and dis-
nict consobldation advocates :

FOl oo e teee ol and benwetionad
NSO g anp b A e it 0f the consol-
rh SO ooy e 0l e e sy et e

rural scnools i the nnted % ates were closed. and
arhools when provious!y Had very hitle in terms of
specialized curnicnar offennags or sophisticated re-
SOUICs abky o upgradie thesr programs. Occa-
sionally - consohddation @ven Drougnt some cast savings
anagncreased aficionay
s also clear howeyoer,
Sttuahions, consoliddion -
Many sural commumits e forced to

'

W

et n atieast as many
viere Husory
send thor
e wqo—-ﬂ iong chstances 1o attend consolidated =chools
b owere no befter than the ‘commurnty schools
vy replaced In addiion consosdation occunied in
Acusands ot communittios i vhich such a dras o
reformiwas either apneofddate nor necossary. Often
the: vatues of smallnegs ‘.‘r’,'ww o<t the process o
consohidation and rural commumties oceved hittle
teducatonatly orgpconomically: resturn

thougn, 1acal crcumstance
determunant of the relgtive
CEOROMIC Ard ecicatondl ments. not only of one-
cooeanachehyod cehoois, but aiso of the
lm[)h%r'.'w‘,'!l.'.'1()'1

Honatits

AN S
Vit the ey
Saeheer ger
consobciationr o el foyeds of

[0 communities haviendg four ramahackbs, One-tegc b
SChools vath an \H~Drt ded teacher and an
enrollment of legs than 10 pupils. all located we oy
10-squara-nuie area. school consohdation vwas o -
ably a prophinus strategy Howoever, i commun:t .
having four woll-mamtained, one-teachoer schoot. o
an axcelnnt teacher and an average entollmen:
approximately 20 students, ali spread out over
squara-nmule area, school consoitdalion was protiat.,
devoid of any economic or 2ducationdl jusification

VT e

Organization as a Political Issue

The divisive struggles and mtense conirovs
engendered by school and distnict consohdation o
curred not because of transportation costs, ddinir
trative metfhiciencies or curnicular offenngs. o0 oy
other techmical concerns Rather it was tand wie

the battieground on which larger cuestion= of v .-
and control have tradimonaily been fou(, Wout ey
areas

Rural parents and taxpayers mav De (it foag
with their schools, but they are adamant i as
their ability, and nght. to control these schonk S
larly. many rural people have valued having o ST
N the communmity more than ey have vl e
trsources eduedions associated with - onsonda
Thus. consohdation 1s essentally & pontical .
rrher than an oducatbonal or ‘econonwuc ot for
CVAVS INvolves a choice among values. not wimpoy
COoIce 4mong Cobjective factss

On the basis of current knowledge ana
standing. ive conelusions seem evident

1 That “good” schools. and  “bad” =choo

thowever ‘dehneay come ey gl sises Banre g

'

Lt

R

improvement and economic efficiency are e

reat chatlenges. and schools of every size oo

benefit from efforts in this direction. Howe
there s simply no basis for the behef that mar
i schol (or district) bigger s fikely 1o mke
hotter

2 Aftér more than 30 years of. experience v
schoob.and district consohdation, #f 1s clear thy
consohdation Has not hved up to the clams mach
“by 11s supporters. By and large. the benefits hoy
been exaggerated and the Imblmu",x‘ SHmply
ignored ’

A0 While some schools and ¢istricts can hwtw'
erconomically or educationally by consohidating
such places are a distinct minonty and are He-
comingncreasingly rare In most cases, it fi
more sensible 10 devise creative ways of hrma-
nag resources to chidren. rather than torcin:
sthidren 10 go long distances for these resonce -
Howover, in all cases, local circumstance shou
be ihe key determinant of consolidation’s meri:

4 Any decision about Conjoh{jd“mn inyohyes tren -
ofts To some individuals."getting what bia schor.
and districts can ofter (e g mord eatupmept and’
more spocialists)y 1o worth e costs o ;

ot a community institution, more: transportahon

and reduced participation 1 school and os'ra-

currcalar activitiasy To other individuat:, v

v

QT
/ . . .
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“would be b
hkely that any blanket consohidation would end up

bwwhr are not worth what must be given up to
ge' them : s .

5 The gecision to consolidate-should R0t be made
hastily or without carefut cons»deratuon- of s
likely effects Unhke most educational decisions
(for example. the ¢hoice of textbooks). consoli-
dation 1s almost irreversitle. Once old schools
nave been closed. new ones built. and new
buses and equipment purchased. it 1s very diffi-
cult to go back to the way things were. even (f
consolidation doesn’t work out well

Legislative Alternatives

In every region of the country, state iegislatures
Qre once agan havmg'lo confront 1ssues of rural
school and disinct orgarization. In some <tates.
dechning ei dliments are Sparking this renewed in-
erest tn others, scheol finance reforms. a dissatis-
faction with current orgarizational patterns. or at-
tempts 10 increase state control Of education provide
the impeetus .

However. there are two new trends in this latest
round of legislative debates which are hkely to'atfect
the eventual outcome

Fist all of the pressure s notin favor of consob-
datcn s i has largely bapnan the pasty Many rural
communities are unhapoy with the results of past
consohdations and are actively seening either greater
decentranization or, at least. readjustments in the pat-
terns of consohdation.

Second. the educaticn profession IS becoming
wcreasngly divided on the ments of consohidation
This 15 particularly important because lhe profes-
sion’s enthusigstic and nearly monolithic support for
tnis re.orm was a powerful infiuence on many stale
lequslators Today, a significant group of educators
are expressing therr disenchantment with consolida-
lion as a strategy for rural educational improvement,
a, well as recognizing that there are some genuine
advantages to smallness, whmh have been ighored 100
tonn

Thus. W|m rare exceptlons. the prospeclis for
passing new legisiation which mandates rural school

" and district consolidation are rather dim. At the other
the spectrum. legisialion designed to dissolve -

end of
past consolidations. or to make all decisions about
school and district organization a local. rather than a
slate. responsibility 1s even less likely to be enacted.

- Nevertheless, this does not imply that nothing
can, or should. be done in this area. There are several
rnore  moderale leqgislative alternatives available
which warrant serious consideration. These legisla-
hive alternatives are .

'+, Abolish or prevent the passage of all man.
datory consolidation or reorganization legislation.
Given current information’s there is no compelling
economic-or educational justification for requiring all

schools or districts of a certain type or size to con-

solidate While t 1s conceivable that consolidation
beneficial 10 some cases. it 1S even more

hY

including communities for which such a reform s
unnecessary. inappropriate or even harmful. Permis-
give legislation In this area 1s a far more sensible
alternative

2. Eliminate all direct and indirect incentives
to consolidate or reorganize. Many states offer sub-
stantial financial rewards lo large schools and dis-
tricts and/or linancial inducements 0 communities
willing 1o consolidate. For example. some states reim-
burse tocal districts for a high percentage of the costs
ot building a targe school. but only offer a low percent-
age reimbursement for smaller schools  Similarly.
some states pay all the additional transportation costs
for districts which agree to consolidate their schools.
There are two basic problems with these types of
incentives: they discriminate against small schoois
and districts which have deeided that remaining small
IS the best option for their community. ard they force
rural communities which are relatively poor 1o consoli-
date whether or not It 15 educationally advantageous
to do so. School systems which determine that con-
sohidation would be educationally beneficial but can’t
manage it on existing resources should have access
to limited transition funds from the state. Beyond that.
states should ensure that consolidation becomes a
fiscally neutral alternative for local communities.

3. Establish a program of appropriate tech-
nical assistance to small rural schools and school
districts. Small schools deserve mare attention. The
emphasis on bigness has largely preémpled serious
discussion and research on methods of maintaining
and improving existing small schecols and districls.
This neglect, should be _orrectéd not only because
most small schools have the potential to achieve
excellence. but also because ignoring such schools
has not rnace them go away. nor has 1t helped the
chi.dren attending such schools receive the best edu-
cation possible. Legistation could be enacled which
directs the state education agency. State institutions of
highe: education or dther appropriate groups to offer
a full range of te€chnical assistance services to small
riral communities. However. il is 1mperallve tnal this
assistance be appropriate—that is. directed toward
crealing better rural schools rather than replacing
them with second-hand xrmtanons of urban/suburban
schools

4. Create a special classification system for
very small or isclated rural schools and school
districts. In mbst states, there are some rural schools
and districts which are so isolated that any kind of
consowdanon eilher imposes unreasonable hardships
orisa logistical impossibility. Legislation which identi-
fies such situations has already been enacted in
several slates, including Texas. Washington and:
Maine. The purpose in developing this classification
is, first, to ensure the eligibility of these schools and
districts for certain kinds of special atlention and
assistance and. second. 1o create -a mechanism
under which they can be exempted-from inappropriate
and irrelevant slate staAndards. Alternative standards”
tor schools and districts recewing this classification
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using
teachimg assistants and tutors to compensate lor

should be developed coqperatively by the slate legis-
latures. state boards of education. state education
agencies and local sghool systems in remote rural
areds

5. Ensure that consolidated schools and
districts are accountable to their small rural
members. An emerging problem in many states IS
that small rural communities which, either by man-
date or voluntanly. have consolidated their schools
are now finding that they have littte influence on of
control over the consohdated unmit When several
small rural units are merged with a larger town unit,
the town rearly always dominates the new consoli-
dated unit Similarily. communities which ““tuthon out”™
their children to neighboring districts find that they
have no voice in the operation of their chidren’s

schools- Legislation s needed which redresses this'

imbalance and ends rural exclusion This can be
accomplished by aitering the makeup of consolidated-
unit school boards. by creating school-site governing
councils. or by instituting other accountability mech-
anisms. ‘

6. Alternatives to consolidation and reorgani-
zation should be encouraged and developed.
Regionaiizing such expensive programs as vocational
education and special education 1s one alternative to
consolidatirig entire schools and distiicts. A rana of
helpful support services can be provided by regional
units to schools and districts that want to remain
smail Other alternatives include the establishment of
an iinerant {1 e . circuit nder) teacher corps system
specal-subject teachers. paraprofessionals.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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instructional weakness in rural schools. or the estab-,
hshment of voluntary collaboratives for special-
interest activities. Once again, the underlying premise
IS that resources can be brought to chiidren, rather
than forcing children to go long dis'ances to get to the
resources. The benefits of smallness can be coupled
with the benefits of specialization. Legislatures shouid
do all they can to foster innovative developments
such as these in their state’s rural areas

Conclusions

Whiie the policy of rural school and district con-
solidation 1s not totally devoid of warth, ils strengths
have been greatly exaggerated. its weaknesses often
ignored. and its overall mefils as a strategy for educa-
tional reform and improvement overstated and over-
soid . : '

Despite the massive hurnan and financial invest-
ments madée™on its behalf. consolidation has not
dramatically alleviated the educational probiems
endemic to rural areas. More importantly. consol-
dated units have not proven more successful than
existing small schools and smail districts—which
have had to make do with relatively meager resources
and professional attention

State legislalures have a unigue opportunity—
and obligation—to learn from the excesses of the
consolidation movemen!. correct present inequities
and assume a<eadership role in developing patterns
of rural schoo! and district organization which are
sensible. appropriate and beneficial to ail concerned

N
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3...
FINANCING

AMERICA’S RURAL SCHOOLS:

The Agony and the Equity

For state legislatures, school finance has become
the educational issue of the 1970s. In state after
state, the collection and distribution of funds for

.public education have inspired controversies which

are as polilicaily volatile as they are technically com-
plex. Thus, it is not surprising that current debates
about rural education focus on tax rates. funding
formulas and other financial considerations as often
as they.focus on more purely educational concerns.

This new emphasis on educational revenues and
resources is by no means a random oQccurrerice.
Rather, it is the predictable consequence of the clash
among three major trends in education.

The first trend is one of expansion. The educa-
tional innovations of the 1960s created a momentum
for expanding bcfr\zxthgz range of*services that schools
provide and the conslituencies 10 te served Career
education. arts and hurhanities education, consumer

education, ‘early childhood education, community .

education, nutrition education, popuiation education,
education for ali handicapped. education for the gifted
and talented, lifelong learning—these are examples
of program areas in the public schonls which have
either been created or significantly enlarged in this
decade. Neediess to say, the provision of appropriate
and useful programs in all these areas comes with a
substantial price tag attached. Coupling these new
costs with mounting inflation (especially in fixed-cost
areas such as fuel) inevitably results in strong pres-
sure for inCreased revenues.

However, In the past few years, this_expansionary
trend has come into direct conflict with the second
major U.S. education trend=—that is, the trend toward
retrenchment The hallmark of this second trend is
decline—more . specifically, "declining enroliments,
deciining confidence in the schools, and a declining
willingness to pay more taxes. Taken together, this

trend (as expressed through California’s passage of

Proposition 13." the ""back lo basics’ and ""accounta-
bility’” movements and the widespread defeat of

" school bond issues) conslitutes a powerfut force

against any expansion efforls. There is broad-based
support for the notion that governmental services of
all kinds (including education) can, and.should, be
made more economical and more efficient.

20

The third trend legislators must take into account
today involves the push for equity in educational
finance. Court decisions (as in the Serrano. Rodriguez
and Robinson cases) make it clear that whether edu-
cational revenues are rising of declining, they must be
equitably collected ahd equitably distributed. Conse-
quently, school finance reform has had to go beyond
simply providing a minimal **foundation"-of education
funds to every school and move toward the loftier goal
of creating genuine equality among taxpayers, schools,
districts. “and students. Whether the standard
employed involves fiscal neutrality, equalized expen-
ditures or compensatory inputs, the fact remains that
this movement toward equity has had. and will con-
tinue to have. a profound effect on the educational.
initiatives of state legislatures.

The effects o all three of these trends have cer-
tainly been felt by rural schools and schootl districts
across the country. Yet, many state legislatures have
not been responsiveto the unigue financial problerns
and needs of their state’s rural comminities.

For example, few stalewide studies have been
conducted which accurately assess ihe effects of
various cchool finarce reforms on rural schools and
districts. In most cases, state legislators and policy
makers simply do no. have access 1o reliable research
which suggests either how or 0o what extent rural
schools are helped or hindered by pending school
finance reforms. Similarly, there are cufrently no
national or regional studies that systematically com-
pare the effects of divergent state and federal school
finance mechanisms on, America's rural schoot
systems. Far too often, these effects are expressed
(and simuitaneously obscured) by ‘‘averages’ or
“standard deviations.”” Thus, there is presently a
critical need- for statewide research efforts which
directly confront the vexing problems of financing
public education in sparsely settled areas.

In the absence of a set of reliable and rigorous
analyses of rural school finance issues, i1l is difficult
(and inappropriate) to make sweeping generalizations
aboul what the problems are and how they can best
be solved. Nevertheless. the three issues which must
be dealt with in virtually all rural districts (wealthy as
well as poor) are sources of revenue, the inherent

30
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Table 7

FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL SHARES OF EDUCATIONAL REVENUE IN THE
UNITED STATES, 1919-1976

N percentages)
Year Local Share State Share Federal Share

1919-ZQ 83.2 16.5 03

1929-30 82.7 16.9 0.4

1939-40 68.0 30.3 1.8

1949-50 57.3 398 29

1959-60 56.5 39.1 , 4.4

1969-70 52.1 39.9 8.0

1976 77 ‘ 48 4 43 4 ' 8 2
SOURCES WS Department of Meaith Education and Weitare Nationai Center tar Eduration Statistios Digect of Equeation Statishes 1077 78 (Washington DG U R
Govetnmant Prunting Othe e June 1897d) 67 andd Statistics of Public Elemantdry and Secondary Day Schoos Fa11 1976 (Wasmngton D (‘ US Government pent’
Othice March 978 1 44
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costs of rurat schools, and the distribution of educa-
tional revenues. E»ach will now be briefly considered.

Sources of Pevenue

Since the financing of American schools tradi-‘

tiohally has been the responsibility of individual com-
munities. the majority of the costs have been borne by
the local school district. Only in recent years has the
combined state and federal contribution to school
expenditures risen to equal the local share (see table
7). In 1976, about 49 percent of school funds was

raised locally (usually via a locally established tax rate’

on assessed rroperty value). 42 percent was contri-
butel by the state, and 9 percent was paid by the
federai governinent.-’

Once again though.
example, the ievel of financial support for education
coming trom local sources varies from practically
2eroin the certralized educational system of Hawaii
e nearty 90 percent in New Hampshire with its strong
Nelw England tradition of local autonomy.® Federal
Luppsrtvaries irom 23 percent in Mississippi, with its
high concentration of rural poverty, to less than four
percent in New Hampshire, Michigan and Connecticut !
The tendency in all states is toward increased state
_support. Yet. the costs of education have sometimes

risen more rapidly than the available aid. Vermont's
state aid. for example, has inereased in actual dollars,
bul decreased in relative terms from 38 percent of the
budget in 1968 to 22 percentin 1976.°

Given the importance of the local property tax in
financing rural scheol systems, it is inevitable that
controversy surrounds this: particular
revenue. Economists are split as to whether the net
effect of the tax is rearessive, progressive or propor-
nonal Some observers argue that the property tax is

-

an accuraie rneasure of wealth, while others believe it

only reflects artificially | inflated land values. This
debate 15 turther complicated by the faclt that, in most
stales. the properly tax is the only tax which local

01
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diversity is the rule ‘For -

source of

residents can directly vote to raise or lower. As the
passage of Proposition 13 in California has demon-
straled, the properly tax serves as a lightning rod for-
antitaxation sentiments as much as it serves as a
mechanism for financing schools.

Despile these complications, there is one central
fact about the use of local properly taxes to finance
rural schools which must be remembered. Put simpiy,
property taxes pose a particular hardship for rural
citizens who tend to be “‘property rich' but “income
poor.’™ Whether or not this tax accuralely reflects
wealth is an open question. However, it is clear that it
does a poor job of reflecting 'ability to pay.””" A
recent simulation by the Education Commission of the
States showed that rural districts tended to have high
assessed property values per pupil but tow income
per pupil as compared to urban and suburban dis-
tricts.” For example, in Colorado, central-city dktncts
had a 25 percent lower property value per pupil than
their rural counterparts, yet these same city districts
registered a 27 percent higher median family income
In practical terms, this means that rural residents
{particularly commercial farmers, ranchers and other
individuals having sizable land holdings) pay a dispro-
portionately high level of property taxes. A 1977 study
of taxes in Vermont made this clear when it noted that
the average farmer pays $200 in property taxes for
every $1000 of income, while the average nonfarmer
pays $29.10

When one also remembers that rural areas rarely
have an industrial property base to offset the burden
on personal property and that many rural communi-
ties (particularly in Appalachia and the South) are

" genuinely impoverished by any standard. it becomes

obvious that relying upon local property taxes as a
major revenue source for rural schools is neither
equitable nor economically sound.

.In recent years, various stales have introduced
reforms to offset the unfair burden of property tax on
low-income landowners and 1o resolve discrepancies

Dbetween potential value and use value of nonresi-

21
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dentiai land. The most common solution to the prob-
lem of regressivily i1s a property tax rebate for specified
categories of residents—in most cases the eiderly.
the poor and the disabled. Twenty-eight states offer
some form of property tax relief. Another modification
to handle the second form of inequity is a differential
assessment rate. Land that is sparsely settled and
that produces little income. such as forest land and
some agricultural 'ind. is assessed at a reduced
percentage of market value. Minnesote and South
Carolina. for example, assess agricultural property at
lower rates than residential property. Presently there
are bills pending before other state legislalures to do
the same ™’ .

In @ system full of complications and inequities.
problems are made even more difficult by the fact that

persons responsible for assessing rural land are often

untrained townspeople. chosen or elected oul of
patronage or friendship rather than because they
possess specific skills. The position of town or county
listor or assessor is a highly political position atfecting
the wealth of the entire area. Listors sometimes at-
tempt to correct for inequities by undervaluing property.
and statewide standards are difficult to maintain in
decentralized states with hundreds of independent
school districts.

Inherent Costs of Rural Educaticn

The ‘frugality and financial conservatism of
tarmers and other rural residents is legendary thrcugh-
out the United States. Yet, ironically, the schools run
by these same economy-minded rural citizens. are
routinely assailed outside the rural community as in-
efficient and uneconomical.

Are rural taxpayers spendthrifts when it comes
to public education, or do their critics share some
basic misundersiandings aboui the economic
realities of rural schools and districts? Available
evidence would indicate the latter. In fact, a strong
case can be made that rural schools and districts use
the financial resources available to them in as wise
and eftective a manner as any of their urban and
suburban counterparts. ' .

The most important and unique feature of rural

schoot finance lies in the higher costs associated with

sparsity of population. A relatively sparse population
base is. of course. a defining characteristic of any
rural area. Thus, higher costs which arise as a conse-
quence of this sparsily rnust be regarded as one of the
economic facts of rural life rather than as evidence of

wastefulness or as costs which can be erased by

stricter expenditure controls.

' A prominent example of these higher inherent
costs involves transportation. In urbap and suburban
communities, the catchment area off most schools is
small enough to allow a sizable pgrcemfage of the
students to walk to school, while are able to
utilize public - transportation. Thos nisuburban
students riding school buses go on good roads for a
distance which rarely exceeds a few miles (except in
the case of busing for desegregation purposes).
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By contrast. the catchment areas of rural
schools. particularly in the wake of widespread con-
solidation, are typically several times larger than in
metropolitan places. In some regions of the country. it
1Is common for a single rural schoo! to draw 1ts student
body from an area of more than 50 square miles.
Since relatively few rural students live within watking
distance of their school and public transportation is all
but nonexistent. many more rural students ride school
buses (e a.. 75 percent in predominantly rural West
Virginia versus 46 percent in mostly urban New
Jersey) for longer distances over poorer roads. The
cost implications are obvious. Thus, it is not surprising
to discover that in 1974, a rural state like North
Dakota spent $172 per pupil on transportation, whereas
an urban state like Rhode Island spent only $85. Any
further moves toward the consolidation of rural schools
will only exacerbate the inherent economic disadvan-
tages these schools face inareas such as transportation.

The cost of specialized programs and services
also is higher in rural schools due tc sparsity. Rural
schoo! districts usuaily have such a low incidence of
students with a particular handicap or special need
that it is'impossible to provide aporopriate programs
economically. There is simply no cost-gffective way to
offer appropriate educational opportunities in a rural
school district having one blind child. two deaf children,
three mentally retarded children. a..d four children

‘having various pnysical handicaps. The economies of

providing specialized vocational or academic offerings
are equally bleak for ruia! schools.

Population sparsity also ensures that rural dis-
tricts will have relatively high per-pupil costs tor
energy. admimstrative overhead. eguipment and
materials. and the maintenance ana construction of
schoo! facilities. There are. certain minimum fixed
cosis which schools must bear regardless of their
enroliment. Having fewer students over which 10
spread these costs inevitably means that the per-pup!f
costs will be higher in rural schools.

These higher inherent costs have not gone un-
noticed. In fact., consoiidation advocates used these
facts to justity the creatior of bigger schcols and
districts in rural' areas. They reasoned that “‘econ-
omies of scale’ would be achieved through consoli-
cation at both the school and district levels. .

However, in making these arguments, they either
forgot or ignored two essential economic considera-
tions. The first is that rural citizens had already made
numerous concessions to frugality over the years. By
paying salaries well below the standards of metropoli-
tan districts. they relinquished the opportunity 10
effectively compete for highly credentialed teachers
and administrators, but were able to retain lower

' pupil‘-teacher ratios. By utilizing extensive volunteer

assistance and in-kind contributions from the com-
munity, by hiring generalists who could perform
multiple roles in the schoals. and by promoting individu-
alized instruction instead of extensive formal course
otferings. rural schools were able to ease the financial
burdens confronting them.

But. most of all, rural residents offsel the inherent
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cos!s of sparsity by simply "daing without.” By and
large. rural schoois opted to stick to their conception
of the "basics’ and resisted the temptation 10 buy lots
of fancy equipment. construct expensive facilities,
and adopt very sophisticated and specialized curricu-
lar areas and offenings Whatever the educational
merits of these decisions (and a reasonable case can
be made both for and against the decisions on educa-
tionai grounds). it is ciear that they enabled rural dis-

tncts to keep their overall per-pupil expenditures in

iine with metropolitan ones :

The second mistake made by consohidators was
their refusal to take seriously the diseconomies of
bigger. more sophisticated schools. Transportation
has already been cited as.a key cost which rose
dramatically with consohdation. Yet, there were
several other expenses which grew as the size of rural
schools and districts grew © For example, personnel
costs tended to nse substantally after a consolida-
lon. To make the merger politically palatable. admin-
istrators (and often teachers as well) were assured
that no one would lose their job. So. instead of replac-

Ing the three former superintendents with one (a move

that would save soma money), it was far more com-
mon for the new district to pick one .of the three to be
the new superintendent and then hire the remaining
Iwo as assistant superintendents (with no resultant
savings). Similarly, when old districts merged. the
common pract:ce was to “'level up’’ everyone's salary
to meet the schedule of fhe highest-paying district.
And. finally. 1n order to keep their promises. gonsoli-
dated districts recruited more specialized and highly
credentialed staff members, even though the salaries
they commanded were often significantly higher than
those of the generalists they replaced. Far from
saving money, consolidated rural schools had to
greally increase pupil-teacher ratios in order to even
approximate former spending levels.

In addition to these straightforward diseconomies
of consolidation, some nidden costs of bigness are
beginning to come to light For example, researchers
are finally beginning to document that the dlienation
which tends to be a by-product of schools becoming
bigger has a startlingly high price tag attached to it. A
recent study released by the National Institute of Edu-
_cation not only estimates that the U.S. school vandal-
ism and -property damage bill runs into hundreds of
millions of dollars each year. but also that the incidence
‘of vandalism increases as school and community size
increase.” - Beyond the direct costs of vandalism, big
schools have rising insurance costs. growing security
budgets, and other protection-related costs. Similarly,
some observers have speculated that the ever-in-
creasing defeat of-school bond issues is, at least in
part, a result of a declining sense of ownership among
parents and taxpayers'as schools and distrnicts get
bigger and more remote.

The conclusions to be drawn here are:

® That rural schools are burdened by some unique.
and largely unavoidable, financial burdens;

® That rural schools (particularly small schools in
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remote areas) have already made major efforts
to economize and that any further economy push
is I'kely to be punitive rather than helpful, and

® That school consolidation and district reorgani-
zation are not likely to solve the financial problems
facing rural schools and districts.

As a 16-state review of schoo! finance concluded.
inpart i
States with fewer districts exhibit as much dis-
parity in expenditures as those with many districts
states with a small number of districts appear
10 have as much variation in per-student valua-
t.on as states with a large number of districts. !

Disiribution of State Education Funds

After decades of stability, state school finance
systems are experiencing a period of major upheavai.
Today legislators are being pressured from all sides—
by professional and special-interest groups seeking
an expansion of school-based services, by taxpayer
groups seeking major reductions in the financial
burden of public services. by courl decisions which
establish constraints'on the collection and distribution
of slate revenues. by congressionally established
priornities and programs, and by any other group per-
ceiving itself as having a vested interest in the out-
come of the school finance dehate.

The specific ways in which state-level school
finance reform will alter rural schools and districts
remains largely unknown. Given the diversity of
America’s rural communities and the variance among
state finance systems. it is unlikely that the effects will
be uniform. in most states, ruralness, per se. has not
been an explicit factor shaping the distribution of
state aid to education. Thus, how well rural schools
and districts wilt fare in these reforms largely depends
ontheir own characteristics. '

Te date. it appears that rural districts char- )
acterized by low property wealth and low income have
been significantly aided by recent school finance
reforms.™ Other kinas of rural districts, such as those
found in prosperous farming areas of the Midwest, do
not seem to have reaped many appreciable benefits
through these reforms. However, the effects of declin-
ing enroliments (and subseqguent adjustments in state
aid formulas) have confounded one’s ability to project

- long-term impacts

Another factor complicating the net effect of
state aid to rural schools lies in the fact that several
stales continue to provide conflicting financial incen-
tives. In other words, by offering both compensation
for sparsily and incentives to consolidate. states like
New York, Arkansas and Montana present rural dis-
tricts with contradictory signals as to where their
financial well-being lies. It would appear, however,
that these are temporary problems arising as states
shift from their historic preference for consolidation to )

“their emerging preference for sparsity adjustments in

the distribution of state aid to education.
“In 25 .ol the 50 states, densily of population
and/or scale are now perceived as special needs, and

£
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some effort has been made to correct for the inherent
differences in rural school costs. Some of the policies

“adopted to deal wilih sparsSily in our rural states are

described below.

® |DAHO combines both sparsilty and scale factors.
If an elementary school is more than 10 miles
from another elementary school. or if a secondary
school is more than 15 miles from another
secondary school, the average daily altendance
(the basis for the state aid) is increased inversely
with size. For example. for state aid purposes. an
elementary school with between 200 and 299
pupils would be increased by 10 percent while
the enroliment of a schoot with 50 to 100 students
would be given a multiplier of 25 percent.

® MONTANA establishes a per-pupil expenditure
that varies with school size (e.g.. for an elemen-
tary school of 50 students. the guaranleed
amount would be $836 per puptl. and for a school
of 350. it would be $639 per pupil). The State pro-
vides what the statewide properly tax does not
raise. . :

® NEBRASKA increases the per-pupil support
according to poputation density. as follows:

Percent
Density Stale Aid Added
3-4 per square milé 10%
. 2-3 per square mile 20%
1-2 per square mile 30%
Less than'1 40%

® NEW MEXICO employs linear formulae both for
schools with fewer than 200 students and for
districts with fewer than 4,000 students. The add-
on is used to increase the attendance figure that
is used to calculate state aid. For example, the
enroliment multiplier for an elementary school is
(1-enroltment/200) and the cerresponding multi-
pher for a district is (1-enrollment/4 000} x 15.

® UTAH uses a lable to choose the weight given
for school size. Assuming that the schools are
considered to be necessarily small, assistance is
given to compensate for diseconomies of scale.

® COLORADO assigns ""bonus pupils’ to small al-

tehdance centers according to lables established

by the state. These centers must be a specified
number of miles from other schools to qualify.
® MAINE uses geographic isolation grants to ad-

1

just the per-pupil allocation.

Legislative Alternatives

Ensuring equily for rural schools and districts
requires that legislators be senslive to the unique
financial constraints under which these units operate.

. As Rachel Tompkins has noted:

The general policy framework for state school
finance should be governed by the goals of
adequacy, stability. equity. and.flexibility. Each
child should be provided with agequale resources
1o learn, regardless of lhe child's place of resi-
dence. The finance System should provide
school districts with predictable and. stable
levels of resources. Equity requires that dif-

2d

terences in the level of dollare per pupil among
districts should be based on differences in the
educational needs of children and not on the
accidents of property wealth and \nccme level
Finally. finance plans should allow local districts
the flexibility to develop educational programs
most suitable to community needs '’

The nine rural school finarice alternatives which
state legisiators should consider are as follows

1. Assume an increased proportion of total
educational costs. Currently, the average state
share of educational expenditures is below 50 percent.
with some predominanltly rural stales such as New
Hampshire and Nebraska providing less than 20 per-
cent of total education dollars. In order to achieve
even a semblance of district equalization, a signifi-
cant increase in the amount and proportion of state
funding of education is necessary. In all but a few
states (e.g. ones with very produclive agricultural land
and/or considerable rural wealth) increased state aid
will benefil botn rural taxpayers and rural school
systems.

2. Distribute state aid on the basis of need
rather than equal dollars per pupil. Flat grants to
school districts should either be efiminated or

- reduced {0 an absolute minimum. State aid should

provide proportionately greater assistance 1o districts
having high per-pupil costs (because of isolation,
children with spec.al needs, or olther problems) and/or
low property wealth andior low income. A variely of
mechanisms can be employed to achieve this kind of
Qistribution, many of which are described in a 1976
publication of the National Conference of State Legis-
latures entitled School Finance Reform — A Legis-
lators’ Handbook.'#

3. Pay extraordinary energy costs, transpor-
tation costs and capital expenditures with state
funds. Two categories of costs that fall heavily on
rural areas are capital outlay and transportation. It
would be extremeély beneficial to rural,districts if those
costs could be assumed by stale funds. Substantial
benefils would also accrue to urban districts: there-
fore, stale assumption may be politically feasible.

Florida and Maryland have fully assumed Ihe
costs of construction. Careful analysis of the oul-
comes of full state funding there should provide
guidance to other states. Even if paying total capital
outlay bills is politically impossible, other'more limited
reforms of capital expenditure would benefit rural
areas. First, information systems should be developed
at the stale level which describe the existing stock of
schoot buildings. Only a few states have such
systems. Second, ihe 25 stales that contribute little or

nothing” loward capital costs should provide some

assistance. Third, states should allow their higher
credil ratings 1o be used by local “districts when
borrowing for capital expenditures. These three short-
range steps would benefit children in rural districls
and would not preclude possible full assumption of
capital costs’in the future. '

Transportation costs vary with geography. Rural
districts are saddied with higher proportional costs
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because childr=. are scatiered over a large terntory
Tris s a garticular problem given nising fuel costs.
There seems to be hittle sense 1n hmiting instructional
dollars in poor rural districts by requinng local
districts to pay for transportation. Similarly. in those
states where desegregation planstnvolving transpor-
tation are a reality. urban districts may well join w:th
rural ones to urge state legisiative support for greater
transportation subsidies

Energy costs are aiso nsing at an alarming rate
Few rural schools have the fifahcial capacity to
absorb these costs withoul making programmatic
cuts. States should aid schools by direct subsidies
and/or grants to renovate rural factities so that they
pecome more energy-efficiert

4, Establish state sparsity payments for
isolated rural school districts. In every region of the
country. there are schoot districts which, because of
climate, terrain or distance, are genuinely isolated.’
Usually. such schools bear abnormally high. but un-

avoidable. costs per pupil. States should provide extra

resources (financial. human and naterial) to such
schools In order to ensure. first. mat their students
have adequate educational opportunities and. second.
that rural taxpayers are not unfairly burdened. Linking
sparsity pavments to the ‘remote but necessary’”
school classification system described in the previous
chapter s one way of ensuring that only those schools
which deserve such payments will actually receive
them

5. Inaugurate a system of differential assess-
ments of property for tax purposes. ideally, taxes
for education shouid be collected on the basis of both
propertly and income and should factor in one's "abil-
ity to pay.” However, since properly taxes are cu:-
rently the major source of education revenue, it is

important o inject a measure of equity into this tax .

through a system of differential assessments. Basic-
ally. this rneans that property would be classified
according to type (for example, industrial, commercial,
residential and agricultural) and taxed- at differing
rates. It is particularly important to ensure that agri-
cultural land and other open spaces are taxed according
to their actual use and productivity rather than their
potential {or speculative) value. This system would be
particularly helpful to rural areas and would help stem
the general decline of the rural economy. States
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interested In this idea must be prepared to f.nance
rngorous training programs for assessors and other
relevant personnel and to expand their stale iax
departments

6.. Prevent the passage of legislation which
mandates or encourages school district reorgani-
zation. This alternative was discussed in detaii in the
previous chapter. The evidence shows that reorga-
nizing rural school districts tocreate larger unitsis an
ineffective and counterproductive method of school
finance reform. If further tax-Dase equalization 1S
deemed desirable. there are many proposals 10
develop regional tax collection areas which leave the
governance and operation of schools in existing
districts. ’

7. Enact legislation which requires new state
mandates for education to be accompanied by the
state funds necessary to implement them. Few
things make state officials angrier than federally
mandated programs which arrive unaccompanied by
the necessary funds. State legislators must resist the
temptation to adopt this practice themselves when

_enacling legistation mandaling local programs.

" 8. Require the state education agency to dis-
tribute the federal funds it controls in an equitable
manner. There is a widespread suspicion arnong rural
educators and community leaders that rural school

-districts receive a disproportionately low percentage

o1 the federal education funds which are channeled
through the states. Legislators should act to ensure
that all school districts. regardiess of size or geo-
graphic 'ocation, receive their fair share of state-
aoministered federal funds.

9. .Establish a system of school-site budget-
ing. This alternative is particularly applicable to states
having countywide or other multischool distrints.
Rurat schoois are likely to be prime ~ereficiaries of a
decentratization of budget and expenditure decisions
to the school level. In simple terms, each principal
would be given an annual allocation of money for a
school. The budget for the vear woulid be developed in
cooperation with teachers, noncertified staff, and an
advisory council, of parents, citizens and students.
Decisions about program, staffing patterns and
special services can be made as budgets are developed.
Such a process allows for maximum community fiexi-
bility 1n the use of resources. ' ’
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AMERICA’S
RURAL TEACHERS:

They’re Not In It for the Money

Teachers are the key to educational excellence
in the schooling process. Indeed, the importance of
high teacher guality elicits nearly universal agree-
ment throughout the United States. '

Still. a compelling case can be made that the

need for excellent teachers is rnost acute In the
nation’s sparsely settied areas. Two major factors
contribute to this heightened importance. First, rural
school districts normatly employ far fewer specialized
support staff memoers (e.g., curniculum coordinators,
career counselors, media specialists and school
psychologists) than do their metropolitan counter-
parts. And second, most rural commui-ities lack a
variety of educational and cultural ins*:utions outside
the school system. Together these circumstances
imply ihat rural classroom teachers are unusually
important and influéntial in the development of their
students. '

the United States do not reflect either the importance
of rural teachers or their unique problems. There is a
paucity of training programs designed especially
for teachers who will serve in rural schools. Rural
salary schedules for education personnel tend to be
markedly lower than in urban areas. In-service and
other professional development activities for teachers
are severely constrained in spdrsely populated
regions. All in- all, there appears to be a notable
absence of commitment in the United States to train-
ing or retaining excellent rural teachers.

-~ This chapter will document these problems and
discuss some potential remedies.

Current Status

In 1976, slightly more than two million elementary
and secondary classroom teachers were employed in
United States public schools.' [nterestingly, the
absolute number of teachers has risen since 1974, In
spite of declining student enroliments.2 Classroom

teachers still constitute the largest category of public ’

employees in the Upited States.® In fact, approximately
30 percent of all United States public employees
(federal, state and local) work for local school
systems.* ' .

.26

. In 1964,

Nevertheless, exisiing policies and programs in %.either had no degree or only & two-year associate

Historica''y. one should note not only the enormous
increase in the number of teachers (elementary school
teachers have doubled and secondary school teachers
have multiplied nearly tenfold since, 1920), but aiso
that the growth of the teaching profession far out-
stripped the growth in student enroliments. Thus, in
1920 there was one etementary school teacher "for
every 35 elementary students, while in 1974 there
was one elementary teacher for every 27 elementary
students. Similarly, in 1920 there was one secondary
teacher for every 22 secondary students, while in
1974 the ratio of secondary students to teachers was
14:1. Table 8 reveals some of these historical tiends.

In terms of teachcr credentials and quaiifica-
tions, two major trends have emerged over the past
15 years.

First, teachers today tend to be more educated.
17 percent of all pubiic -school teachers

degree. By 1975, only one percent of all public school
teachers were lacking at. least a bachelor’s degree.
Sumllarly in 1964, 16.6 percent of the public elemen-
tary\staff had a master's degree, whereas the total
had grown to 25.9 percent by 1975.

Second, teachers today tend to be less experi-
enced. Whereas nearly one out of every three teachers
in 1964 had 20 years or more of teaching experience,
fewer than one in five teachers active in 1975 had a
similar degree of experience. Table 9 illustrates these
points. -

During the 1960s, as a result of the so-called
“baby boom,"”" there was a distinct teacher shoitage
in the -United States. In response, America’s post-

" secondary education institutions undertook a major

teacher training effort. By the early 1970s, this effort
had become, in some sense; almost too successful. in
1975, there were approximately 1,300 post-secondary
institutions offering programs in teacher education.®
And, instead of a shortage, there was now a marked
surplus of teachers. For example, the National Center
for Education Statistics noted that.in 1974, there was .
an effective demand for about 150.000 beginning
teachers.® However, the actual supply of beginning
teachers that year exceeded 300.000.” NCES projec-"
tions indicate that, although supply and demand of
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DEGINMING teachers are DOth aropping. there vl shll
De a major surplus of new 1eachers in the nedr future -

Rural Teacher Statistics

One clear measure of the disra2gard accorded 1o
rural teacnarsin the United States hes in the fact that
no ane even bothers 1o collect and analyze data on
tural teacners Neither tne federal government nor
Ihe national teacnars arganizalions (i e - the Nahona!
Education Association and. the Amencan Federation
of Teachersy has issued a major report on rural
leacriers in nearly two decades Thus. the data used
N this section 1s suggestive rather than definive
Further. it must pe remembered that. hke most aspects
of rural education, there 1s enNDrMous varnance both
within and among the 50 states i

Desite these data hmitations. one thing 1s ap-
parent—rural teachers consttute a significant pody
of professional educators 1n 1972 there were approsi-
mately 790 000 publc school teachers employed in
nonmetropo’itan communities - in other words, about
one out of every three pubiic school teachers was
empioyed ou'side a designated metropohtan area

The problem maentioned most often In regard to
rural leachers involves the iow salanes they com-
mand The argument is frequently heard that rural
schools will never get their fair snare of excelient
teachers untl they pay wages <ornparable to those
patd in metropoittan communities The basic assump-
uon which we will examine here 1s that rural teacners
are paid fess than urban teachars having comparable
credentials

The aggregate national stabstics do reveal some
rather starthhg  salary differences for teachers,
deoending on ineir jocation For exampie, in 1972, the
auerage salary for the montih of October was %1023

Tabie 8
NUMBER OF U.S. PUBLIC STUDENTS AND TEACHERS,
1920-1974
1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1974
TOTAL STUDENTS ,

{thousands) 21578 25678 25.434 25112 36.087 45619 45.409
Elementary 19.378 21,279 18.833 19.387 27,602 32.597 31.333
Secondary 2.200 4,399 6.601 5725 8.485 13.022 14.076

TOTAL TEACHERS
" (thousands) 657 842 875 914 1.355 2.023 2.156
Elementary 557 632 575 590 834 1.126 1.176
SeconJary 100 210 300 324 521 897 ‘980
TOTAL PUPIL.TEACHER RATIO 331 301 29:1 27:1 271 23:1 211
#  Elementary 35:1 341 33:1 33:1 33:1 29:1 27:1
Secondary 22:1 21:1 22:1 18:1 16:1 15:1 14:1
SOURCE U Degartonst o Moaglte F o, e ot et Mataonal Cenrer bor oy ' vy CTmebamtinon U furanan 18T e gt s D0 Y BETRPTE AN
e Prgntiog O LEP A
MOTE bmentgr setoe 00 e, e T H AR IO MR U LA TER £ SEORYNR) S ISR | SRSV Y ‘ Tl ooy et
3
|/‘
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for Al pubhc metiopolitan teachers, and $785 for an
pubhc nonmetropolitan teachers =~ Or an annua!
basis. s fransiates into $12.27¢ for metropolitan
teachers and $9.420 for ther nonmetropohlan counter-
parts In otner words, the average nonmetropolitan
teacner edrns approximately 24 percent! 1ess money
than Ine average metropohitan teacher

Although 1t 13 an inexact measure, the teacne:
salary cala on county units corroborates the nationgl
ndices In countt2s having -a poputation of more than
250.000 (and thus tikely to be heawvily urban). the aver-
age monthly earnings. of a public school teacher in
October 1972 were $1.081 (which 1s an arnual salary
of $12.972)° By companson. in counties having a

“oopulation below 10.000 (and thus hkelv 10 be pre-

dominantly rural). e average monthly ¢armngs of &
pubhic schoo! teacher in Oclober 1972 were $703
(which 1s an annual salary of $8.436)° Orce again,
the average rural tedacher earned approxi. ately 35
percent less money thian the average urban te icher
There 1s one more nexact, but us2fui. natonal
breakdown of teacher salaries—thal 1s. by school
district size. Inschoo! districis enrolling 3.000 or more
pupils. the average monthly earnings of a teacher in
October 1972 were $987 (or $11.844 annually) -
However. in school districts ‘having fewer than 50
pupils (and there were 2.053 such districts 1in 1372),
the average monthly earnings of a teacher in QOctober
1972 were $521 (or $6.252 annually) ™ Teachersyn

“these very small districts, found primaridy in 5;oarsély

populated areas. had an average salary which was 47
percent lower than teachers in larger and more urban
school sysiems

Confronied with these dramatic dfferences.
some educators argue that the figures fail 1o account
fer two facters—difterentals in the cost-of living ang
i the credentials and expenence 0f teachers {f ihe



cost-of-living really were substantially diffarent in
- urban and rural communities, and if rural schools
were mainly hiring teachers with bachelor's degrees
and little experience, while urban schocls were hiring
teachers with master's degrees and lots of experi-
ence, this rationalization> would have a degree of
validity. However, even if correct, it is unlikely that
these factors would end up equalling the w;cem_
35-percent and 47-percent urban-rural teachersalary
differentials discovered. _
The-state of Nebraska has compiled some in-
teresting statistics on this topic. In 1976-77, Nebraska
had 800 Class | (rural, kindergarten through eighth
grade) schools, the majority of which were ons-teacher
institutions in the most sparsely settled areas of the
state.'® The salary range for teachers in Class |
sGhools was $4,840 to $15,600 per annum,'” andthe

average salary was $7,788.'® In fact, the median .

salary for a Class | teacher with a master’'s degree
was only $8,610in 1976-77.'9 By comparison, in Class
IV and V (urban, kindergarten through twelfth grade)
school districts, the average annual-teacher salaries
were $12,557 and $12,018, respectively, in 1976-77.
Once again, average rural lgacher salaries were
almost 40 percent below urban salary averages .20/
Cost-ot-living data was not available by school
district in Nebraska. However, the-mast recent data
did not substantiate the claim that rural schools
hire precominantly low-credentialed, inexperienced
~teachers Indeed, in the rurai Class | districts, average

- teacher experience was 12.6 years, compared to 12

years in Class IV districts and 10 years in urban Class
V distr z1s.2' Less than 10 percent oi Class | teachers
were ir “heir first year of teaching.22 Urbar. districts in
Nebraz=a did hire more teachers with master’'s and
oth:r zdvanced degrees than Class | districts, but
apprcxmately 80 percent of the rural teachers had at
least = pachelor's degree.?3 Thus, it would appear that
comc.z -ably qualified teachers do receive significant-
ly low= " salaries in rural areas.

Rural Teacher ,
Characteristics and Concerns

Although much has changed since the time when
this year's rural teacher was last year's rural student,
being a teacher in a rural school does-carry with it
some unique problems and potentials.??

For exampie, teachers in the small rural school

remain accountable to the community in ways virtual-

ly unimaginable in cities and suburbs, where they tend
1o be viewed as specialists whose personal lives are
separate from those of their students’ families. Rural
teachers still tend to come from the communities in

~_which™they teach (or from communities so like them
as to be virtually indistinguishable).?> And practical

considerations of distance and housing availability
generally compel them to live near their schools.
Thus, the role of teacher remains important to the
cbmmunityoptsidethe classroom as well asinit.
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To find job satisfaction as a rural teacher, it is
apparently necessary for a“person to fit comfortably
into this-broadened and comparatively unspecialized
role. Muse, Hoppe and Parsons found that teachers
from rural backgrounds were most able to do this.
They concluded that ‘‘the most dissatisfied tural
teachers tend to have been raised in urban areas,''?6
and that those same teachers tend to find '‘social
acceptance more difficult” in the country community 27

The Utah evidence provided by Muse, Hoppe
and Parsons seems to suggest that the rural school-
teacher is still typically the rural-born-and-reared
woman, returning home to teach the next generation.
She is far better educated than her turn-of-the-century
counterpart and is far more’likely to have seen some
of the world, but she has remained in touch with the
basic concerns and values of the rural community.
This kind of teacher will help to maintain cultural
continuity between home and school, and she will feel
comfortable in pursuing this end. .

Teaching '‘the basics™ and reinforcing com-
munity standards continue to be the dominant tasks of
the rural school. Schooling is considered critically
important; Muse, Hoppe and Parsons found more
teachers than parents who felt it was important for
children to be home at choretime -rather than
spending additional time in school. But the emphasis
is still on basic academics and enforcing accepted
behavior standards.

The Muse, Hoppe and Parsons study shows that
"'a sizable proportion of students (38 percent) and
parents (30" percent) tend to support the statement
that teachers ~old too high expectations of the stu-
dents.''?® Very few of their parent-respondents, how-
ever, agreed with the statement, *'The schools are too
strict.”” Obedience, discipline and fundamental skills

- continue 10 be central to contemporary rurai education.

The close ties between school and community,
while Jaudable in many respects, can put unpleasan'
pressures on teachers as well as children. The Muse,
Hoppe and-Parsons survey reports that teachers find
“'‘community cliques, gossip and small-town talk’ one
of the chief drawbacks to country teaching.2?

The most frequent and serious rural school prob-
lem usually cited in the literature is a lack of creative
and innovative teaching. The issue of innovation in
rural schools is a complex one and cannot be simply
laid at the feet of rural political conservatism and
social tradition. In"fact, there is some evidence sug-
gesting that rural communities are far more interested in
educational innovation than is commonly assumed.
Paul Ford's study of small high schools found students
yearning for more intellectual stimulation and more
access to new resources .30 Similarly, the Utah study
found parents, administrators, teachers and students
in strong agreement that their schools needed ''inno-
vative teachers with new methods more than
additignal 'traditional’ teachers.""3 :

Teacher training programs in the United States
have paid little attention to the needs of teachers in
small rural schools. Although the literature is full of
moaning about the poor.quality of rural teachers, little
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PUBLIC CLAS°ROOM TEACHERS, BY EXPERIENCE AND DEGREES HELD,
1964 and1975

~ ITEM

1964 1975

" Elementary Secondary. Elementary Secondary

Percent with Teachmg Experience of:
1-3years
4-6 years
7-9 years
10-14 years
15-19 years
20 years or m.ore

Median Years of Teaching:

Percent, Highest Degree Heid:

No Degree

2-Year Degree

Bachelor's Degree

Master's Degree
Professional Degree, 6 years
Doctor's Degree

16.9

225 19.8 19.4
143 18.1 200 18.7
10.1_- 11.2 135 14.3
15.3 15.8 15.6 203
11.6 11.2 12.4 115
31.8 211 187 15.8
12 9 9 9
38 0.4
12.1 06 1.1 06"
667 626 70.2 54.3
16.6 . 335 259 426
07 24 25 22
0.1 0.4 0.2 02

SOURCE. U S. Bureau of the Census. Statistical Abstract of the United States. 1976 (Washinglon.D C .U S Government Printing Oftice. July 1976). table 222
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systematic effort has been made to recruit the best
people for rural schools, and even less effort has been

made to train them properiy. As Muse, Hoppe and -

Parsons pointed out:
A recent study of university offerings revealed
that in 1969, no more than six universities in the
nation offered courses which might be of any
orospective value specifically to the rural teacher 32
The training gap is being gradually closed as the
meager efforts of universities are supplemented by
regional centers andin-service training programs. But
“the amount of professional support given the rural
teacher will not compare with that given the urban
“and suburban teachér for many years to come.

Most rural teachers, thep, enter their ¢lassroom
with little or no special preparation for meeting the
needs of country children. And, unlike the urban and
suburban teacher, they cannot call on professionally
designed commercial materials to hedp them. For 15
years, curricuium developers have undertaken count-
less projects for urban children, ranging from Sesame

Street to minority-oriented social studies curricgl; for

the high schools. For 20 years, carefully designed
suburban curriculum packages have been available.
During the same period, virtually nothing has been
done for the rurai child. There is no profit in it for the
-publishing companies—there are fewer absolute
numbers in rural areas, and there is less Similarity
among country regions than there is among cities.
‘Unfortunately. philanthropic and governmental fund-
ing sources have not (with some notable exceptions)
made up for this lack of commercial interest in rural
education. As a resulit, the teacher looking for innova-
tive materials for a class of impoverished urban ghildren
has a vast array 10 choose from: a teacher looking for

similar resources for a group of poor country pupils
must generally be resigned to teaching about fire
hydrants, manicured lawns, skyscrapers and other
accoutrements of urban/suburban life.

Even if the teacher has the resourcefulness to
design fural-oriented materials alone, there are still
problems to be faced. The poverty characteristic of
rural areas has traditionally tightened the bond
betwezer community and school. The in-kind contribu-
tions which replaced the outlay of money brought the
consumers of education nearer to its source, and
added to the sense of accountability and responsibil-
ity. But today, the needs of schools are so complex
and.require-so much money and expertise that com-
munity contributions fill less of the gap. The poor
school district cannot afford to hire a science consul-
tant to design-a curriculum around its woodland. tsu-
ally. the school cannot even afford to buy teachers the
time tp do it themselves.

Some extraordinary teachefs do it anyway. They
take the time out of their personal lives, and collect
materiais from the ¢community and from the natural
resources of the countryside. But many teachers do
not have this Creative energy, and they struggle along
with the outdated textbooks and inappropriate
materials which are all the poor rural community can
afford. )

Teachers who must handle multiple grades are

" limited as well. For instructors who must teach every

period, depth of preparatipn is difficult, especially in a
variety of subject areas. One study of small high
schools in Washington state found that:

Teachers in small schoois .studied average
between five and six preparations in diiferent
subject areas each day. It is unrealistic to sup-
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'pose that a teacher could be adequately prepared
in this number of subjects and, in addition, keep
up with curriculum developmentinail the subjects .33

Legislative Ajternatives

Just as rural reformers sought ‘‘better’” curricula.
so too have they clamored for "‘better’ teachers.
Once again. though, the definition of “‘better” is of

considerable importance. Usually, by “‘better’” these
“‘more credentialed,” ‘'more highly
specialized’ and "‘urban trained.”

Yet, while there is littie doubt that rural schools

_could henefit from th2 presence of better teachers, it

a

is-not at all clear that the traditional meaning of
“better’" is appropriate or helptul in the rurai context.
In fact, a very persuasive case can be made that
higher academic credentials, in and of themselves,
have minimal validity as a measure'af actual teaching
competence; that rural schools require competent
generalists far more than a variety of specialists; and
that teachers trained to understand and work with tne
unigue s‘rengths and weaknesses of rural schools are
much more desirable than urban-trained and urban-
oriented teachers from even the~most prestigious
universities. J ,

Perhaps an example from the health field can
shed some light on this point. In the past few years,
there has been a significant shift in the medical pro-
fession away from training large numbers of highly
sophisticated specialists, and toward training “‘family
practice’’ doctors (i.e., general practitioners). This
trend is a particu'ar asset to rural areas which do not
need a neurosurgesn in town nearly as much as a
general practitioner, who can call upon the services
of a neurosurgeon when necessary.

Similarly, rural schools need teachers who are
{contradictory as it may sound) specially trained to be
generalists. The best rural teachers are the ones who
are able to cope with sparsity, utilize comimunity
resources, invent curricular materials, and abqve all
else, are oriented toward teaching children rather
than subjects. When a corps of specialists are avail-
able to these rural teachers (for example, through a
multidistrict educational services agency), the range
of human resources available to aid rural-school-
children can be quite extensive and impressive. Thus,
four high-priority legislative alternatives to improve
rural teacher quality should be considered.

1. Require state-supported. colleges &nd
graduate schools of education across the country
to create special training programs which will
explicitly prepare teachers for service in rural
schools. At present, there are‘no more than a handful
of teacher training programs in the entire nation
which directly assist students interested in rural edu-
cation careers. Teachers are still the backborie of any
schoal system, and the fact that rural schools must
accept teachers without specialized rural training
puls them at a disadvantage they can il afford. There-
fore, this is the highest-priority alternative.
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2. Expand in-service training (and other pro-
fessional development activities) for rural teachers
and administrators. In most rural commdinities, the
professional growth and development of school per-
sonnel is impeded, first, by the fact that rural districts
rarely. provide continuing in-service programs and,
second, by the fact that the kinds of external oppor-
tunities for professional development avaiable in
urban areas (e.g.,
are notably absent in rural areas. It is unreasonable to
expect teachers and administrators, already
burdened by the heavy work loads characteristic of
rural schools, to do everything on their own time and of

their own initiative. Teachers need time to share ideas -

and problems with their counterparts, both within their
own and in other school systems. They also need the
time and resources to develop curricular materials,
take needed courses and keep up with recent ad-
vances in their fields.

State and federal officials often lament the teacher
quality found in rural schools. Yet, far more would be
accomplished by their sponsorship of rura. in-service
training programs than by simply decrying the degree
of competence of rural educators. Once again, where
local colleges are either-inaccessible or unresponsive
to this need, multidistrict educational seivice agencnns
are a potenhal source of assistance.

. Increase the voluntary sharing of teachers,
both among- schools in the same district and
between neighboring rural districts. Since most
rural schools neither rieed nor cam afford full-time
teachers in every subject area, there is great utility in
the notion of shaiing teachers (for example, a-music/
art teacher at the elementary ‘evel and an advanced
math/physics teacher at the secondary level) among
rural schools and districts. Some rural districts
already employ this strategy extensively, but most use
it only sparingly or still haven't tried it at all. Sharing
teachers can help overcome the problem of scarce
human resourtes in sparsely settled areas. Legisla-
tion should be enacted which both creates and pro-
vides an ongoing subsidy for a system of itinerant
rural teachers. <

4. Enact legislation which encourages the
development of a ““‘community faculty” to comple-
ment and extend the regular educational program
in rurai schools. Nearly every rural community has
individuals with special talents or a knowledge of
subjects not found among the regular faculty. For
example, in coal-mining regions, community residents
could (either as volunteers or as ‘paid part-time em-
ployees) teach ‘labor history to local students. In
black, native American, or hispanic communities,
local citizens could be used to.develop a whole cul-
tural heritage program in the schools. Under this pro-
gram, a local cabinetmaker, mechanic, agricuttural
extension agent or other skilled resident could share

_his area of expertise with tocal students. In addition,
retired members of the community and other older -

citizens often constitute an invaluable reservoir of
untapped information and human résources which

10

teacher centers and universities).
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could be harnessed to advance the education of
young peopte in rural areas. ’

« By inaugurating such a "'community faculty”
program, extensive educalional and social benefils
can accrue to all rural-community members. The
students will have learning experiences not otherwise
_available to them. The school personnelwill receive
an infusion of needed moral and programmatic sup-
port. And, residents of the community will have thé
chance both to become an integral part of their chil-
dren’s school experience and to feel needed and
wanted by people and institutions about which they
care deeply. Indeed, the small-scale life style and
close-knit character of most rural comm.unities makes

-,

O
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the development of a community faculty both a feasible
“idea and a unigue opportunity. ,
Implementing such a plan requires 2 modifica-
tion of state teacher certification laws. However, this
does not need to be an arduous undertaking. For ex-
.ample, some states having large Amish populations
changed their certification iaws to read that a teacher
must be “either certified or qualified™ in order to a2llow
the conlinuance of the Amish schools. The same
principle of equivalent qualifications could effectively
be employed 38 allow rural schools 1o make the best
possible use of the human resources potentially avail-
able to them
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5. :
WHERE DO WE GO
FROM HERE? -
Delivering Appropriate
. Services and Programs
- in Rural Schools '

For decades there has been an obsession In
Amer; ica with the organizaliona! and economic aspects
of rural education. Whide some gains have been

achieved as a result of changes 1n s£,h00l organization
the same as tnose facing most urban and suburban

-and finance. they have largely come at the expense of
the actuai content of a 'rurai education In other
words, the perststent focus on refornming the structure
of rural education meant that sencus attention and
resources rarely flowod toward timproving the sub-

stance of the education oemq provided 10 rural school

chuldren ,

The gregl deb~tes over conschdation and reor-
garization raged on t@roughout rucal America for
decades.  In some rural communities, the consolida-
non advocates eventually won. while in others, the
anticonsolidation forces prevailed Unfortunately, in
most rural comfMunities. No matter who won the fight
over consoiidation, it was the students who ended up
10sing All too often. the net eftect of rural structural
reform‘was that some students attended deplorable
small schools near their inomes while others were
bused long distances to equally deplorable big schools.

Clearly. the time has come for big- and small-
school proponents ahk210 put aside their quibbling
about the polential advantages of vanous school sizes
and organizational configurations and, instead. begmn
to concentrate ther atlenudon and energies on realizing
whatever potentiais mfay exfst-in America’'s rural
schools Form can no tonger take precedence over
substance if fasting rural school improvement 1s the
desired outcome. Therefore, rural school reform ef-
forts thal do not accord a position of prominence to
the design and implementation of needzd substantive
changes canno! be expected lo prcduce significant
beneis for rural schoolchildren.

Thus. the central question facing rural education

today (and probably well into the future) remains

largely un@nswered—that 1s, what is the nature and

-cqntent of a distinctively rural education? To some,

this question will doubtiess seem a bit odd. Aiter all,
young children in any setting must learn essentially
the same set of language and number skills, and older
children must be prepared to deal competently with

the challenges they will face afler their elemenlary -

N

_often meant '

and secondary schooiing is comple\l‘ed Assertions
ike these are correc! but incomplete.

For example. 1t must be remembered that the
chailenges facing rural graduates are nol precisély

ugraduates. In some seclions of the country. a far
lower percentage of rural graduates will pursue post-
icecondary education and training opportunitins. Many
rural students. by choice or circumstance. will remain -
in thexr own or similar small rural communities and
will have to function effectively within the constraints
of the rural economy. Conversely, a sizable group of
rural graduates w:li}usually to find work) migrate to -
cities and will have 1o function effectively in a socai
and economic environment quite different from the
one in which they were raised. Preparing rural students
who have a real understanding of the options before
them., who have the skills and training to take advan-
tage of these options, and who have experience and
judgment to choose wssely'among a set of such di--
vergent options —thesg are some of the unique chal-
lenges facing rural schools across the nation.

Often. however. the distinctiveness of a’ rural
education lies not so much in what skills and informia-
tion must evenlually be acquired, but rather in the
manner in which this acquisition takes place. For
years. rural schools were encouraged (and occasion-
aily forced) to give up their traditional style of edu-
cating rural children and to imitate the curricula and
methods of metropolitan schools. Nearly everyone
agreed that rural schools needed a better curriculum
and better curricular materials. But “'better’” has too
‘more like metropolitan schools’ instead

f *hetter’” in meeting the educational neeas of rural 5
children. This is an attitude which must be altered if
rural schools are 1o make lasting gua -lative improve-
ments. As Tom Gjelten observed:

As long as rural schools emulate an urban rnndel
oi education, rely on curriculum maleriais writ-
ten for urban children, and seek o hire the same
kind of teachers as urban schools seek. they
probably will be second-rate. But rural schools
do not need to fashion themselves after urban
schools. They have their own_model, with its own
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wonderful strengths. What's more, an urban
school curniculum 1S not appropriate for the
‘needs of rural students. coming from small cormn-
mun:ities rather than from cities. Rural schooisg’
currnicula are not lated to te interior. as long as

they take advantage of the rich resources of the *

rural communits and resate directly to the experi-

ence of rural children’ : : U

The greatest irony here can be found in the fact
that most widely praised ""progressive’ and ~innova-
tive”” schoois in the cities and suburbs earned these
plaudels by adopiing a variety of practices—such as
. older
students teachinyg younger slments UusIN e .com-
munity as a learning resouice, dlﬂSIfedl%ﬂg mild-
ly handicappgd ~hidren, and emphasizing the basics—+¢
makers and academics have tried to
eltrninate from rural schools for decades

Clearly. there 1s a piessing need to build a cur-

riculum that! reflects and enhancaes the natural advan- -~

wages of the rural communities being served. What
general features would such a curncalum include?
Once agamn. Grelten 1 insiiuctive, stating that rural
schools should incorporate -
® A strong foundation in the teaching of bas'c skills
and essential facts .
® An emphas:s on practcal skilis
doing
& Training in self-directed study and the develcp-
men! of inthative
® Afocusonthe tocal rural community
® A commuiment to famifanzing students with the
outside world . i _
@ An empnhasis on the options avaiiable to rural
youths both within.and beyond the iacal ccm-
munity

and learnima by

Deveioping this kind of locally relevant core cur-
nculum will go a long way toward enhancing the
quality of rural schools and toward forging appropniate
and uniguely rural educational opportunities for stu-
dents in sparsely populated areas

Névertheless: it must be recognized and acknow-
tedged that even the best rural schools will have great
difficulty in providing some of the specialized services
which certain of their students may either desire or
require Inpart thisis a financial problem arising from

the high costs of providing special programs and ser- .

vices in disti'cts having a tow incidence of students
with similar special needs. It is also indicative uf the
fact that rural schools have some built-in censtraints
which prevent them from being all things to all-people

The areas of vocational and special education

iltlustrate some of the difficulties rural schools face. .

Consideratle progress has been made in recentyears
as far as upgrading rural vocational education is con-
cerned. Today. the majority of America's rural high
school students do have_access to some type of
vocational education experience. Two basic delivery
systems are common Studenis in large. consolidated.
comprehensive rural high schools generally receive
vocational instruction right in these institutions  Stu-
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dents in smaller schools seeking vocationai training
commute full- or part-time either 10 a comprehensive

"high schoal or. more often, to a specifically designatec

reGgional vocihional educational facility”

Sull. access remains a major problem. In many
remoie or 1solated rural areas, there are children whg
want and could profit frem vocanonai education. for
whom programs are not available. In communi.ies
fortunate enough to have excellent vocational pro-
grams and facilities, sexual, racial and class discrim-
ination in admissions are by no means unknown
lronically._at the other end of the spectrum. -rural
communities with substandard vocational programs
and facilities tend to enroll disproportionately high
numbers of poor or minority-group students in the
vocational track.

A more common problem is that rurai voc-ed
programs are often severely limited n terms of the
range: of availab'e ofterings. Frequently, there are only
two Or three existing program areas. and the course
coverage even in these areas tends to be superficial
Thus. while access to “'some kind'* of vocational edu-
cation exists. 11 1s not necessarily access to the type
or kevel of training needed.

And hinally. it must be remembered that there s .
an enormous difference between access in theory
and access in reality. Often, regional vocational cen-
ters will include a very large geographic area in their
official description of their constituency. But the
population they actually serve tends to be a much
smaller group clustered in reasonably close physical
proximity to the regional voc-ed center. For the most
remote rural students. simply getting to and from
these regional uniis can be arduous. expensive and
enormously time-consuming. These hardships dis-
courage all but the most tenacious rural studenrts from
completing (or even enrolling in) vocational training
aclivities. Thus. as a ruvle, the more rural (ie..
geographically isolated) a. student is, the less real
access he or she has 1o meaningful vocational'educa-
tion programs.

. Special education presents similar problems of
access and quality. In isolated regions. small student
populations with special needs simply cannot economic-

“ally justily purchasing the necessary services and

facilities. Even categorical state aid is of litile value
when the resource units are indivisible and the aid 1s
insufficient to purchase an ‘entire unit (teacher or

' special equipment). Special equipment, training and

nstruction are needed to work with children with
hearing. visual. neuromuscular. emotional or other
disabilities. Instead. the limited fesources of rural
schools are necessarily directed toward the most
common needs. where their effectiveness can be
maximized. . )
The most widely used model for the delivery of
vocational and technical educational services
regionat centers — is far less acceptable to parents
seeking special education for their young children.

.The time and distance from home that may be satis-

factory for a teenager could present a real hardship
fora young child.
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Most efforts to provide spectal education in rural
area: have been two-pronged — utilizing stale and
regiondl consutting teachers and sservice training
for classroom teachers. In some cases. cooperatives
have been formed to share the costs of special educa-
tion. Becatise of their isolation and limited resources.
rural schools have tended to integrate the exceptional
child inta the regular classroom wherever possible.
By contrast. exceptional children and problem children

.in both metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas have
_for years been put inlo special classes. regardless of
the cause or degree of their handicap. Recognizing
that the labeling and segregating associated with
special classes are likely to stigmatize the spetial
child, recent state and tederal laws require the student
1o be placed in the Jeas| restrictive setting Thus. the
“mainstreaming” which rural schools shave done.
largely of necessity. 1s now the preferred practice in
many cases And in a practical sense. where there
are sulficient resources to properly train classroom

“teachers and offer the special assistance needed.

mainstreaming along with regional support may be
the only way i which 1solated schools can meet state
and’ federal 'education guidelines for serving excep-
tional children

Legislative Alternatives

I order to ensure that rural schools and districts
are able 10 provide all their students with high gualty.
appropriate educational opportunities. the following

legislative alternatives should be carefully considered *

1.. Revise any state education regulations
and mandates which unnecessarily restrict local
flexibility in the provision of education services. It
Is perfectly reasonable and appropriate for state legis-
latures and state education agencies 10 require that
certain programs be offered and that certain skills be
taught by all schools in the state. However, regula-
tions and mandates which establish not only what
should be taught. but also how it must be taught
are counterproductive and a particular hardship on
small rural schools «'\nd districts. Rural schools must!

“De-aliowed (and pr.:rhaps actively encouraged) lo
develop instructionil models. procedures and cir-
ricula which are specifically designed to make maxi-
mum use of therr local situation and environment

2. Create an office of rural education within
‘the state education agency. Thus far. only two

states (Oregon and Texas) have created slate-level .

offices and programs which pay special attention o
solving the problems and developing the potential of
their state’s rural schoois. Experience has shown that
little of direct benefit to rural schools is likely to occur
at the state level without thiskind of formal etfort. The
purpose of this rural-ortented office must be to
marshal state resources (human and financial) In
support of locally determined rural school improve-
ment programs. A state office zoncerned primarily
with enforcing regulations rather than providing
needed assistance Is of little value. )
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3. Enact legislation which provides funds for
the development of appropriate curricular materials
for rural schools. By and large, the development of
these materials should either be done by. or in close
consultation with. local rural educators and commun:
1ty leaders. An even better aiternative here is to have
the state provide the funds necessary'to allow rural
students to creaté their own matenais. This apprbach
has been successfully pioneered by the Foxfire
project in rural Georgia and 1s worthy of consideration
by every state ' In any case. the development of a
high-quality rural studies currncula for the public
schools should be a top priority.

4. Encourage the sharing -of resources
among rural schools and districts. The voluntary
sharing of services, staff and 'deas among rural
schqQols and districts has enormous potential for
solving many of their educational and sparsity-related
problems without consotidation. Legislatures should
provide either direct grants or, other financial incen-
tives which would facilitate the sharing of 1esources,
the development of rural networks for information
sharing. and the promotion of student and facuity
exchange programs Vaoluntary cooperalives are a
tfradition in other areas of rural life. Building upon this
cooperative tradiion and extending 1t to education
{which only a few states have really tried ‘yet) has
great potential throughout rural America

5. Encourage the development and utiliza-
tion. of advanced technologies in the delivery of
rural education services. in a technoiogical society
like ours. this strategy should prove to be both feasible
and popular

Cable television 1s vne of the mosl widely ac-

cepled means for supplementing existing educational

programs and extending additional expertise 1o
remote locations Every state has some form of audio-
visual facility. For example. a cooperative in Umatilia.
Oregon -(population 679). developed &g television
studio and cable system for 22 schools over two coun-
ties.* In Hensley. Arkansas. 10 specialists give téle-
vision presentations ‘regularly to rural schools.” In
Gadsden. Alabama. seven rural high schools banded’
together 1o offer televised instruction’ In Virginia,
Project DILENOWISCO. a television cooperative. uses
its system to reach isolaled -preschoolers (mobile
units  with educational equipment -also circulate
among central locations). .

New ways are also being developed to utilize the
telephone. The Western States Small Schools Project
used an amplifier over the phone so that groups of
students or teachers could hear lectures. A school
district 1n the Colorado Rockies has found an innova-
tive way 10 use the time spent in transpotting sfudents
to and from rural schools. In their school buses. they
inslalled seven-channel audio tape decks and head-
sels similar to those on airlines and programmed the
channels at various achievement levels.

States should provide both grant money and
technical assistance to small rural school systems.
interested in utilizing instructional technologies to
supplement and expand their programs In addition.

-
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state-supported institutions  of higher  education
should be encouraged to work with rural schools in
developing relevant softwate and other materials
-which compiement " the acquisition of educational
“hardware.”

6. Encourage the creation of regional edu-
catior. service agencies for rural areas. in order to
offer particularly expensive services and facilities and
to facilitate sharing among districts. a new organi-
zational structure has emerged in recent years—the
intermediate or regional service center. Supported by
a combrnation of local (44 percent). state (43 percent),
and federal (13 percent) funds (with wide variations
among states). these units allow small districts to
share services and satisfy special needs that would
otherwise be too coslly * When control of the opera-
tlon1s maintained at the district level, 1t can become

O
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an effective alternative to the consolidation of entire
schools and districts.

However, strict accountability mechanisms for
these regional service agencies muait not only be
mandatory in the statules, but rigorously enforced as
well. For while there is a wealth of potential benefits in
strategies linking substate regional umts and individ-
ua! small sthools and districts, there are both aclual
and potential problems inherent in regionalization
which must not be ignored Foremost among them is
the facl that reorganization done without sensitivity
and imagination could become the, precursor ol yel
another round of even larger local units, more cen-
tralized decision-making processes, and less and less
direct accountability to rural parents. studenis and
taxpayers
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‘Notes o

Chapfer 1

1 This diversity 1s magmitied by the fact that in rural areas.
tradition 1s highly ralued and one's particular ethnic. racial. occupa-
tional of regional hentage tends to be both prized and carefully
Cuitivated

2 The othcial US Census Bureau definiion ot urban and
ruralin 1970 1s as lollows

The urban population comprises atl persons In (a) places ot

2,500 nhabitants or more Incorporated as ciies. villages,

boroughs iexcept Alaska). and towns (except in New England.

- New: Yort. and Wisconsin), but excluding persons hiving in the

rural portions of exiended cities. (b) unincorporated places
of 2,500 inhabitants or more. and {(c) other terntory. INcorpor-
ated or unincorporated. included in urbanized areas An urban-
«Zed area consists of a central city, or twin cities. with a totat of
50.000 inhabitants or more. together with,contiguous ciosely
settgd terntory (urban tringe) Certam incorporaled places are
designated as “exlended cihes” because they have one of
more large portions with relatively low populalion densSity
These portions are classified as rural In all defimtions, the
popuiation not classified as urban conshtules the rural popu-
lation
3 As ol 1975 there were 266 SMSAS In Ihe United States In
1973, these SMSAs had a total population of 152.473.000 For
lurther intormation see W S Bureau ot the Census. Statshcal
Abstract of the Uited States. 1976 (Washington. D C .U S Govern-
ment Pupting Ottice, Juiy 1976), 1ables 14. 15,1617, 18 and 21

4 1n1970. 1ere were 183{1 2.000 persons hving in rural areas
ol the SMSAs In "= same year. 26.318.000 were living in urba
areas outside of SMSks The figures here are froin US Bureau of
the Census Statistical Abstract. 1976, table 16

5 Ibid . tables 16 and 23 “

6 Calvin L Beale, The Rewvival of Population Growth in Non-
metropohtan America (Washington, D C U S Department of Agri-
culture Economic Research Service, June 1975). p 3

7 I P 5 _

8 Presidents’ National Advisory Commultee on Rural Poverty,
The People Lett Benind (Washington. D C U S Government Print-
ing Ofhee 1967

Relel

10 For turther inforrnation. see U S Bureau of the Census
Statstical Abstract. 1976 table 195

YU ot ’

12 b

13 The totat entoliment in nonnfgﬁ’lrooolutan schools 15 154
miilion while the 1otat population of New York Cily. Los Angeles and
Chicago combined 1s approximately 13.5 milhon See /bid, tables 23
and 195 Note As the lollowing table indicates. the rural youth
population (under 2% years of age) s even grealer, tolaling over 29
miltion persons .

Rural Youtn Under®5 Years of Age in the United States
By Region and Race or Ethnic Groups. 1970 -
Numenic Distribution and Proportions Among Groups

-

‘
,

A Race or Ethmic Group !
Spanish Natve
Total Whitet Black Henlaget  Amencan
North 7400.326° 7.087.110 3237 67.314 173,683
Central (100 0Oy 9847 - (0 85) 0 0 59)
North 4 394 545 4 314 B46 17 698 66 267 : 6.353
East (100 00) (98 18) (0 40) (150 {14y
South 10419202  B114.718 2237518 256 415 538.301
(100 00y (77 88) (21 47) (2 1) (0 H8)
West | 2199872 2546675 28.242 347,809 145,076
. (100 00 (90 95) (1 00) (1242) 1518)
Tota ooesm3 Qdé 22263349  2.346.695 727.8M 254 413
{2 a0 t1on

(100 U0) 89 00 (938)
P eonlaes gt ShOW 0 pdrentheses.

SOURCES US Hugeauw of the Cenque 1970 Cennas of Popusiation Faurtn Count Sk
mary Lapse procassed at Tesas AAM Urigescuty Gompter Conter and U S Hepors, !
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ther Carncus 1970 Consus of Popuiation Subject Heports Fenat Hepodt PCIC TE Amese
can induns
tMost persons of Spanish hentage ate counted also an e whitie caleqory w0 thete s
doubis: counting the ",\nr'] ol the qroubs wol be Qreater 1han the 101d1 A smdiler fumber af
Spamish nentage persons dre also counted as black

' .

1 Tens table wetn taken tom g tecont pubiicahos by Lus Junenez  The Einoic
Campasition of furdt Youth ot ihe Unided States, Genergl Charac renshes and Beqionat
Comparnn - Departinental Intofmation Repart Noo 72742 Texas Agncalturat Fepenment
S1aton Pravne View ALM Univerady Texasy

14 US Bureau of the Census. 1870 Census of Population
General Social and Econonuc Statistics, Final Report PC(1)-Ct
(Washington DC US Government Printing Office. 1972). table
88.0 386

15 US Bureau of the Census. Population Charactenstics
(Washington. D C U S Government Panting Ofiice, March 1974)

16 Manan Wrnght Edelman. Marylee Allen. Cindy Brown. Ann
Josewater et al . Chiidren Qut of School in Americg iCambridge.
Mass Chidrens Dielense Fund. 1974).p 37

17 o

18 Jjoid Also. thé 1970 census revealed that absenteeism,
permanent or chronic, vanes with the income. education and occu-
palion of'the parents. aswell as their race and residence Children’s
entoliment vanes inversely with the income and education level of
the parents Nonwhites are less likely to enroll than whites The
percentage ol children not enrolled 1s greatest for children of tarm
workers {(seven percent). a hqure even higher than that for children
of the unernployed Addibonally,.the npnenroliment rate is greater
for children of farmers than for those in most occupations

19 See. for example. James § CoJeman et al . Equalty of
Educatronal Opportumnity (Washington. DC U S Department of
Hedlth. Education and Weltare, Office’ of Education. OE-38001.
1966). W Vance Grant and C George Lind. Digest of Educationai
Statisucs. 1974 (Washington. D C U S Department of Health, Edu-
cation and Weltare, National Center tor Education Statistics, 1975).
and Lewis R Tamblyn, Inequalitv A Portrant of Rural America
(Washington. D C Rural Education Association, 1973)

20 National Assessment of Educatonal Progress. General

Inforrnation Yearbook (Washington. D C U S Government Prinling
Ottice. December 1974) Also see George Henderson. National
Assessment and Rural Education (Las Cruces. N Mex Educational
Resources Informalion Center, Ciearninghouse on Rural Education *
and Small Schools [ERIC/ICRESS]. December 1973)
Note NAEP invented its own defimtion called “exireme rural = This
denoles honmetropolilan communihies with a population under
8.000 and a workforce which 1s primartly agricultural rather than
protessional or indusinal . .

Chapter 2

1 US Bureau of the Census, 1972 Census of Governments
Vol t. Governmental Organization (Washington, DC U S Govern-
ment Printing Office. July 1973) lable 13

2 Sourcefor figures 5.6 and 715 1bid | tabte 2

3 g

4 For an overview of .the history of rural school reform. see
Stuart A Rosenfeld and Jonathan P Sher. “"The Urbamzation of
Rural 3Schools. 1940-197C." i £ducation in Rural Amenca A Re-

assessment of Conventional Wisdom. ed Jonathan P Sher
(Boutde:. Colo Weslview Press, 1977) ’

5 US Bureau of the Census.“Governmental Orgamzation.
table 3.p 1@

) 6 Jonathan P Sher and Rachel B Tompkins, Economy. Ef-

ticiency and Equality. The Myths of Rural School and District Con-

sohdation (Washinglon, D C  National Institule of Education, July
+ 1976) Note. Copies of this rteport may be obtained free of charge by

writing to lhe Schoot Finance and Organization Divisidn, National
“Institute of Education. Washington, D C 20208

7 touct . pp 4546
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Chaptar 3 X

1 On June 6. 13978, Calllorma volers overwhelmingly ap-
proved an intiative, Proposiion 13 on the ballot, to hmit annuat
property tases 10 one percent of market value, roll back assess-
ments to 1975 levels. and confine increases 1n assessments 1o two
percent a year Approximately 6 5 milhon Calformians voted on the
proposihion, nearly 65 parcentapproved it At the time of the vote.
was estimated that it would cut property tax bills by an average of
57 percent and reduce local government revenues trom about $12
biltion per year to $5 billon

2 US Department of Health. Education and Welfare,
National Center tor Education Statistics. The Condition of Educa
pon, 1977 (Washington, DC U S Government Prnting Office,
1977) )

3 Esther Tron, Pubhc Schoo! Finance Programs,
(Washington, D C U S Government Printing Office, 18/6)

4 Joe! Berke, Jay Moskowiiz and Judith Sinkin, ~Federal Aid
and State Schooi Finance. i Sthooi Finince Reform A Leygrs:
irors Handbook (Washington, D C - Natonal Conterence of State
Letpsiatures 197t A

5 From the computer pnntouts by Vermont Econamic Re-
search Corporahion Woodstock V:

B Advisory  Commisqion on Intergovernmental Relations
Financing Scronls and Property Tac Rehet A State Responsibility
Report A-40 (Washington DC  U'S Government Prninting Office
1974). p 36 Also see Allan Odden and Pnithp Vincent. The Hegres-
sivity of the Property Tax Report No F76-4. Education Commission
of the States (Denyer Decempar 1976), and J Alan Thomas, Fran
cing Rural Scriools ERIC/CRESS Bulletin (Austin, Tex  National
Educationa! Linnratory Publishers Ine . March 19F7.4), pp 48-19

7 It .

S dpit Ao see Alan Qdde 0, Altarnative Measyres of School
Distoct Wealtn Report No F /760 (Denver Education Commes,<ion
of tro States, Doraminor 1976y

G qpf Ao oo Mary FoWiliames. Doliars and Sense A Guide
1y tne Dol and Statistics of Scnooi Fmance (Washington (D C
Nationai Contarence of State Leaslatures Auqust 1076

Yoo Beryarmn 0 Huft Property  Education  and Taxes in
Varmon! (Montpeiier Varmont Natural Resources Council. Janudry
1977

11 Fortarthe: intormaation on ditferential ao<essments, see
Thomae, £ oHady  [ifferaniai Assessment ol Farmiand on the
Rural-Urban Fonge  Ariencan Jouenal of Agnicultural Economics
vol 52 .nno 1t February 1970 Thomas F Hady et al . State Pro
grams tor the Differential Assessment of Farm and Open Space
Land (Washington [ C Economic Research Service. U S Depart.
ment of Agracutuze. 19740 and John C Keene et al - Untaxing Open
Space An Evaluation of tne Eftectiveness of Ditferential Assess
ment of Farms and Open Space. prepared tor the Councit on En-
vironmental Quanty (Wasningiton. DC U S Government Punting
Ottica 1975y . - ’

10 For turthar descnsaon ses Sherand Tornpkins, Econoimy
Etticioncy anid Equidity )

13 US Department ol Health. Educaton and Weltam
Nationgt Institute of Education. Violent Schools - Safer Schools
Washmgton D C U S Government Punting Ottice. 1977)°

14 Chttord Hooker and Van D Mueller. The Relationship of
Senont Distnct Reorgangation 10 State Aid Distribution Systenms
Special “Study 11 Natonal Education Finance Project. Part i
(Minneapolic. uversity of Minnesota, Fducational Research and
Dovetopment Louncil of the Twn Cilies Metropoiitan Area Inc
1970 pp 124575

15 Jonn g Calahan Wiliam H Wilkken ot al - Schoal Finance
Retorm A Logistators Handbonk (Washington. D ¢ National Con-
terone e of §rate Leastatites, 1976)

16 I .

"1/ Racher B Tomgians,  Coping with Sparsity A Review of
Rural Schooi Finance 0 Fducation an Rural Amenca A He
assessmant of Conventional Wisdom ed Jonathan P
Boulder Caly Westview Pregs 1977, p 148

St

1975.76°

18 Catlanan, Wilken et al . School Finance Reform
19 Tompkins, "Coping with Sparsity
20 Roe L Jobns, "An tndex of Extra Costs of Education Due

to Sparsity of Population.” Journal of Education Finance 1 (Fall
1975)p 170

Chapter 4

1t US Bureau of the Census, Staiistical Abstract
tabjes 219 and 221

2 Telephone interview with National Center fer Educationa
Statistics statt member Advance statistics indicate that in the Fall
of 1976. there were approximately 2.198.000 pubhc schoo! teachers
In e United States. compared to approximately 2.156.000 10 1974
This increase 1N teachers occurred despité an elementary school
enroitment decline of alrnost &5 mihon stddents and an overall

-~ enroliment dechine of more Ihan one million students ’

3 US Bureau of the Census. 1972 Census of Grovernments
voi 4, No 2. Compendium of Public Employment (\Washington,
DC US Govaernment Printing Office. 1974), table .1

G fod .

5 Amencan Association of Colleges of Tedcher Educaton
Selected Facts About Educaton i the United Statas of Amencad
(Washington, D C 1977 !

£ Nationa! Center for Eaucation Statistics,
Education. 1977 table 2 09

7ol

8 Nationat Center for Education Statstics Projectians of
Educational Staustics to 1984-85 (Washington. D,C U & Govern-
ment Printing Otfice, 1975)

9 US Bureau of the Census, 1972 Census of Governments
Vol 3 No 2. Compendum of Public Employment table @ The
figure used relers to full-time eguivalent employment (F T E ) for
pubtic school tearhers Thete were 779485 full-time nonmetro
teachers and 57.766 part-time honmetro teiachers 1in the Urited
States in 1972 according to s Census Bureau repott

r976

Tres Canchinaas of

10 Since “nonmetropolitan’ includes places not normilly
considered to be Crural s a more realistic estimata s inat there are
appraxmately 500,000 rurai teachers This st means that nearly
one out of every tour public school teachers in the United States s
wOorkimg in a rural school

11 U S Buteau of the Census. 1972 Census of Goverriments
Vol 3 No 2. Tompenchum of Public Employment. table 3

12 dbid ke 16

13 ot table 16

14 o | tabie 22

15 foid . table 22

165 Nebraska State Department of Education, Statsics and
Facts About Nepraska Schools. 1976 77(Lincoin. 1977

17 Nebraska State Education Assocsahion. Saliry Survey of
Nepraska Cliss One Schools (1 1o 6 Teachers), 19761977 tLincoln

1977} .
98 o i
19 loid

200 C Cale Hudson Herbert Smatbl and Kathy Dwver . Ranking
ot Nebraska s Class 11 IV and V School Distrcts by Selectod
Forarcid Data, 1975 76 1976- 77 (Lincoin Univeraty of Nebiraska,
1977y

21 b

22 Nebraska State Equcation Association. Sqaiary Sirvey

2% b, .

24 This section s excerpted from Faith Dunne Thnosing
Smatinnss An Examination of the Smalt School Expernence in Rural
Armntcea. 0 Education i Rural America A Reassessment of Con ®
woantional Wrodom, ed Jonathan P Sher (Bouider Colo Weshview
Press 197 7)

20 dvan ) Muse  Robert J Parsons and BEdward M Hoppe

A Study of Rural Teachers and the Rural Schools as Perceved by
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School Admirtstrators. Teachers, Parents, and Students,”” mimeo-

graphed (Salt Lake City Brigham Young University. 1975)
26 loid ’
27 I .
28 Ibd
29 lod

30 Paul Ford Small Hign Schools Myth. Reality, Potential
Tne Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary School Princi-

pals Vol 51.No 317 (March 1967)
31 Muse. Parsons and Hoppe. A Study of Rural Teachers *
32 ioud
33 Ford. "Smatl High Schools ™

s

Chapter 5
1 Tom Gyelten Schooing in Isolated Communities (Portland
Maine North Haven Project (Box 13). 1978)

©

38

2 Ihid.

3 For further information. write to Foxtire Fund. 1nc . Rubun
Gup. Ga 30568

4 Martha Loustaunau. Smail Schools Can Have Adequats
Curniculums (Austing Tex - National Educational Laboratory Pub-
hshers Inc . March 1975 . p §

5 bt . 0 6

6 Itnd

7 loid

8 For further intormation. see “The Emerging Role of
Regional Service Centers.” proceedings of the Seco..d National
Conterence of the National Federation for the Improvement of
Rural Education (Austin. Tex = National Fducational Laboratory
Pubhishers. June 1974). and £ Robert Steon:ns Regional Lauca:
nonal Service Agencies. pamphlet published by. Educationa! Re-
search Setvice Inc | Arhinglon, va 1975



